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Abstract
Task-based language teaching (TBLT) has been researched from various perspectives
for more than two decades. While research into the theoretical background of the
framework and the design and implementation of tasks is growing worldwide, there is
little experimental research in the Gulf area and, in particular, the United Arab
Emirates (UAE). This study investigates the implementation of TBLT in an
intermediate English as a foreign language (EFL) classrooms context in the UAE,
focusing specifically on how teachers focus on form (FonF) in their teaching practice.
The study explores the differences between four teachers when they introduced
meaning-oriented tasks based on the textbook and two learning outcomes (LOs)
proposed by the Department of Education and Knowledge (ADEK). The study also
investigates teachers’ views and perceptions towards the TBLT framework, FonF, and
the prescribed textbook. It also examines the views of students towards their classroom
teachers’ implementation of FonF and the challenges and constraints facing the
implementation of TBLT and FonF in the UAE. Adopting a mixed-methods
experimental study approach, the data set included a total of one unit taught by four
teachers on the same theme, with individual lesson plans and teaching materials. Data
were collected from classroom observations, field notes, documentation of students’
work, as well as interviews with teachers and surveys for both teachers and students.
Results show that teachers differed in their teaching practice along four dimensions:
(a) the successful fulfillment of the LOs; (b) the type of FonF employed; (c) strategies
used in FonF; and (d) the possibility of implementing TBLT successfully in their
teaching. All teachers and students agreed that form was important for language
learning and mastering. Further, teachers agreed on the efficiency of TBLT as a
teaching and learning approach, but time-consuming. Additionally, teachers found the
textbook a useful resource but not useful enough when they have to prepare extra
materials to fulfill the LOs required by ADEK. Students also found the textbook a
great resource for learning form and believed that it offered sufficient explanation for
the targeted structures. Further, challenges and limitations that face implementing
TBLT in the UAE are: (a) lack of motivation (b) the gap between students' current
level of proficiency and the required level; (c) class size; (d) sticking with the learning
outcomes; (e) time; and (f) the effect of L1. Findings imply that the most important
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factors that contribute to enhancing language learning are not the task or the pedagogic
framework of the textbook per se, but rather the teachers’ successful understanding of
the framework and their reactions to students’ needs in the classroom. It is expected
that findings of the study will influence the instructional practices of teachers so as to
better teach language form in their classrooms and help students achieve grammatical
competence, which is an essential part of language proficiency. It may also help
curriculum developers and material designers to amend the existing textbooks to best
fit students’ needs. Additionally, this study creates more research opportunities in the
context of intermediate EFL school classrooms in the UAE. It is hoped the study will
emphasize the benefits of implementing TBLT in UAE educational settings in terms
of quantity (or amount) and quality (or depth) of learning.

Keywords: Task-based language teaching (TBLT), focus on form (FonF), English as
a foreign language (EFL), Department of Education and Knowledge (ADEK), United
Arab Emirates (UAE), middle school, classroom-based research.
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Chapter 1: Introduction and Overview of the Study
Task-based language teaching (TBLT) and Focus on Form (FonF) in the
language learning field have received considerable attention in recent years. According
to Ellis (2008, p. 900), "researchers are torn between the desire to test theoretical
claims about second language (L2) acquisition, which requires the investigation of
precise and discrete instructional options, and the desire to ensure that form-focused
instruction is ecologically valid, which leads to combining options into treatments that
are pedagogically defensible." TBLT is basically an educational framework and a
teaching methodology in which classroom tasks constitute the main construct of
instruction. "Classroom tasks are viewed as the devices that provide learners with the
data they need for learning” (Ellis, 2000, p. 193). TBLT is based on ideas derived from
the philosophy of education, Second Language Acquisition (SLA) theories, and
empirical findings on effective instructional techniques (Van den Branden, Bygate, &
Norris, 2009). It successfully implements the principles of collaborative pair and group
work in the L2 classroom. Additionally, it focuses on the formal properties of the L2
in a communicatively or meaning-oriented context. Moreover, TBLT successfully
implements the principles of learner-centered instruction and learner autonomy in the
L2 classroom. In addition to that, it has brought researchers and teachers closer
together more than ever before. Further, TBLT successfully incorporates aspects from
the more traditional methods of L2 teaching such as focus on linguistic form, and from
more recent methods such as focus on communication (Shehadeh, 2005).
From another perspective, TBLT is among those methods that are effectively
used in a FonF approach. FonF is defined by Long (1991) as an approach which
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“overtly draws students’ attention to linguistic elements as they arise incidentally in
lessons whose overriding focus is on meaning or communication” (pp. 45-46). It
occurs as a result of an occasional shift (a switch) of attention to linguistic code
features, by the teacher or the student, triggered by perceived problems with
comprehension or production (Long, 2015). Meaning negotiation draws learners’
attention to the forms indirectly through communication (Ellis, Basturkmen, &
Loewen, 2001; Ellis, 2018; Pica, 1994). Studies of meaning negotiation emphasize the
effect of FonF on the development of interlanguage system from effectively
communicative to target-like ability (Doughty, 1991; Pica, 1994). Pica (1994) states
that meaning negotiation is as important as comprehension in SLA in which, according
to Long (1980) and Krashen (1985), it helps learners unconsciously comprehend L2
meanings which in turn leads to a focus on, and eventually acquisition of, L2 forms.
Repetition, segmentation, and rewarding of the message during negotiation are all
opportunities for learners to process the message and access its meaning. Additionally,
immersion and naturalistic acquisition studies found meaning-focused classrooms
produce learners with limited linguistic features that do not ultimately develop to
native-like levels (Harley, 1992; Harley & Swain, 1984; Vignola & Wesche,
1991). Reviewing past literature, research shows that FonF speeds up natural
acquisition processes. Ellis (1994) argues that learning L2 through experiencing its use
is insufficient; a focus on its linguistic forms is needed. Studies also indicate that FonF
contributes highly to enhancing students’ performance by developing their abilities to
use the target language (TL) effectively (Abdulmanafi, 2012; Chan, 2012; Foster &
Skehan, 1996; Li, 2010; Moore, 2012; Park, 2010; Skehan & Foster, 1997).
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While international research has emphasized FonF in a TBLT context, and is
increasing, there is little experimental research regarding TBLT in the Gulf area,
particularly in the UAE. No study with FonF as a major variable within TBLT
approach has been conducted in the UAE. Further, most experimental research that
considers TBLT even as a minor variable in the region comes from Saudi Arabia.
Hence, there is a real need to conduct research on TBLT and FonF in the UAE. TBLT
is still in its initial stages in the Gulf region, including the UAE, as evidenced by the
scarcity of studies conducted in this context.
1.1 Context and Statement of Research Problem
In the governmental schools of the United Arab Emirates (UAE), English in
cycle 2 (where this study was conducted) is taught as a foreign language with the aim
of enhancing communication and producing learners competent in English and
prepared for the workplace and life experiences. Therefore, the Department of
Education and Knowledge (ADEK) (previously known as Abu Dhabi Education
Council (ADEC)) has been working hard to develop education to the highest academic
standards internationally by preparing curriculums that meet the needs of UAE’s
learners taught by experienced educators with high academic qualifications. The
researcher found that the current textbook in ADEK schools is based on one of the
most highly recommended educational frameworks in the field of language education,
task-based language teaching. The TBLT educational and learning approach puts the
learner at the center of the learning process and views interaction as the main construct
of the learning process. Hence, teaching is mainly organized around the language
learning tasks that focus mainly on meaning, have an outcome, and are authentic in

4
use and based on real-life language situations (Shehadeh, 2018). Ellis (2003) points
out that tasks provide a context for language learners which activates their acquisition
processes and fosters processes of negotiation, modification, paraphrasing, and
experimentation. Many language teachers around the world are moving towards TBLT
based on the strong belief that "TBL facilitates SLA and makes L2 learning and
teaching more principled and more effective" (Shehadeh & Coombe, 2010, p. 1).
Unlike other teaching approaches that ‘produce’ learners who speak either artificially
(grammatically but with limited fluency), or fluently but with low accuracy, TBLT
‘produces’ learners who are fluent, accurate and competent communicators
(Shehadeh, 2005). Accordingly, TBLT enables learners to attain an advanced level of
proficiency in the target language because it looks at language as a meaning system
rather than a wording system governed by grammatical rules. Unlike grammar-based
(structural) approaches, learners in a TBLT approach compete for both meaning and
structure in order to develop a language which enables them to communicate
effectively.
1.2 Purpose of the Study
This study investigates how TBLT is implemented in intermediate English as
a foreign language (EFL) classrooms in the UAE, focusing specifically on the way
teachers focus on form in their teaching practice. It also aims to identify the differences
in the enactment of TBLT of four teachers when they introduced meaning-oriented
tasks based on the textbook and the set of the learning outcomes proposed by ADEK
and the potential gaps between theory and practice. It examines the role of the learning
outcomes in implementing TBLT successfully and helping learners focus on different
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aspects of language where they encounter problems (i.e., FonF). The study also targets
exploring teachers’ perceptions of and views towards TBLT approach, the
implementation of FonF within the TBLT framework, and the textbook. It also
highlights students’ views towards their teachers’ implementation of FonF within a
TBLT context and their perceptions towards the textbook. Finally, the study considers
the challenges of implementing TBLT and FonF in the UAE public educational
settings based on teachers’ views.
Based on the purpose of the study and the literature reviewed, this research
project is set to address the following issues: (a) identifying the differences, if any,
between teachers’ implementation of FonF in a TBLT context; (b) exploring teachers’
perceptions of and views towards FonF, TBLT, and the textbook; (c) investigating
students’ perceptions towards their classroom teachers’ implementation of FonF and
the textbook; and (d) signaling the challenges of implementing TBLT in the UAE
middle school educational setting.
1.3 Significance of the Study
In this study, I investigated the differences between four EFL teachers teaching
grade seven female students in three public schools in Al Ain city, UAE. The
differences were considered based on the instructional practices of teachers with
respect to two learning outcomes assigned by ADEK in the curriculum, as well as
teachers’ implementation of the textbook. One of the learning outcomes is related to
the extent to which teachers implement TBLT in their classes generally and the other
to FonF in particular. I also explored the views of EFL teachers towards TBLT, FonF,
error correction, and the textbook. Further, I investigated the views of students
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participating in the study towards their classroom teachers’ implementation of FonF
and the textbook. Finally, I tried to address the challenges of implementing TBLT and
FonF in UAE public educational settings.
Although there is much research on how TBLT works in laboratories and
controlled settings focusing on how people acquire a second language worldwide,
there is little empirical research on tasks as the basic unit of instruction in intact
classrooms in regions such as the Gulf area, in particular, the UAE. Studies in different
parts of the world have already explored ways of implementing and using tasks in
intact classrooms, but there are no studies in the UAE context, or indeed in the whole
Gulf area, that have investigated how teachers differ in their implementation of TBLT
and FonF. Further, numerous studies on the international level (Carless, 2003, 2004;
Zhang, 2007) and on regional level, UAE in particular (Jasim, 2011) suggest that many
teachers find the concept of TBLT difficult to grasp. From personal observations and
discussions with teachers, researchers and language professionals, it is evident that
most teachers in the UAE context follow either traditional ways of teaching such as
grammar translation, explicit teaching of rules of grammar, and other behavioristic
approaches (i.e., they focus on accuracy); or go to the other extreme and focus on
communication and meaning at the expense of grammar and language form (i.e., they
focus on fluency). Even those who pursue the communicative methods without
ignoring grammar do not have sufficient empirical knowledge about TBLT application
and its philosophy of implementation, which usually leaves them unsatisfied with the
results they get. Therefore, the need for further empirical studies of task
implementation is central to the current TBLT research agenda. Accordingly, this
research will try to investigate the differences of teachers’ implementation of TBLT,
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a framework that seeks to successfully combine aspects of the traditional methods of
teaching (those that focus on language structures) and the more recent methods (those
that focus on language functions).
1.4 Overview of the Dissertation
This dissertation falls into seven chapters: Chapter 1, this chapter, offers a brief
overview of the research. It briefly introduces TBLT and the current situation of
language learning in the UAE that motivated this research. Chapter 1 also introduces
the research questions (RQs) sought to be answered by this study. It also touches upon
the importance of the research.
Chapter 2 discusses the literature reviewed on TBLT, including the rise of
TBLT, the different definitions of the word ‘task’, and how TBLT was approached
from various scopes and perspectives (i.e., interactional, cognitive, and sociocultural),
authenticity and outcomes, as well as the linguistic and cognitive skills. The chapter
offers a discussion of the early work that led to the rise of TBLT. A theoretical basis,
as well as applications and research findings, are also provided in this chapter.
Chapter 3 presents how TBLT and FonF are being researched and implemented
in various international settings by reviewing some of the major studies in different
contexts. For each study, a summary is provided of the study’s goal or focus, as well
as its methodology, and main findings. Chapter 3 gives an overall summary and a
critical evaluation of the reviewed studies conducted internationally and regionally. It
concludes with the research questions that guide the current study.
Chapter 4 describes the development of the educational system in the UAE; the
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Department of Education and Knowledge (ADEK), which is the educational body that
supervises and offers support to public schools; the New School Model (NSM), which
is the learning approach that focuses on developing better educators and learners, with
a particular focus on its key features and the role of the teacher in cycle 2; the
assessment framework; the textbooks with their design, content and methodology; and
finally, the teachers and their methods of teaching.
Chapter 5 presents the methodology of the study. It provides a comprehensive
description, explanation, and justification of the validity of the study, the participants,
and the data collection tools.
Chapter 6 presents the data analysis and findings of the study. All of the
collected data and findings from class observations, surveys, and interviews are
analyzed quantitatively, qualitatively, or both.
Finally, Chapter 7 discusses the pedagogical implications of the study and its
limitations, concluding with suggestions for further research.
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Chapter 2: Task-based Language Teaching (TBLT)
2.1 Introduction
Over the last three decades, task has emerged as a significant tool in the
development of language learning and teaching and as an element that contributes to
fostering language learning and acquisition. Studies show that most students who are
taught using conventional approaches such as presentation-practice-production (PPP)
leave school unable to communicate effectively in the target language. This situation
alerted several researchers in the SLA field to turn towards more holistic approaches
that focus on meaning and provide opportunities for practicing language in use. TBLT
is one such approach involving authentic use of the target language contextualized in
tasks or activities where students are actively engaged in the learning process. Tasks
attracted the attention of both researchers and teachers. Researchers are primarily
concerned with how learners acquire the second language (L2) and the types of
interaction learners participate in. They use them as a research tool to collect and
analyze samples of learners’ language and to enable them to draw conclusions on how
languages are learned. Language teachers use tasks as a teaching tools or activities
(Shehadeh & Coombe, 2010).
Over the years, the SLA field shifted from descriptive to a theory-oriented
approach where researchers test hypotheses based on SLA theories. Ellis (2003) states
that tasks played a major role in both descriptive and theoretical research. The goal of
descriptive research was to examine how learners acquire an L2 naturalistically (i.e.,
without formal instruction). Because this kind of data (spontaneous speech of learners)
was difficult for researchers to collect, they asked learners to perform various kinds of
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tasks to collect communicative samples of language which were analyzed later to
identify the use of specific linguistic features. Two kinds of data collection instruments
were used: clinical and experimental elicitation techniques. The former was used to
collect general samples of data, while the latter to identify the linguistic features. In
order to investigate whether the data collected by such means are similar to or different
from naturally occurring data, Tarone (1979, 1980, 1983) examined the variability in
learner language. By adapting Labov’s stylistic continuum, she argued that learners
have a continuum of styles for language performance. At one end is the ‘vernacular
style’ where learners focus on meaning and naturally occurring speech. At the other
end is the ‘careful style’ where learners focus on form; this style can be manifested in
experimentally elicited speech. Between these two ends are a number of styles that can
be studied using a set of devices ranging from tasks to test-like exercises. She
concluded that learners’ use of language depends on the type of task they are engaged
in. Previous studies (Beebe, 1980; Ellis, 1987; Tarone & Parrish, 1988) were
conducted to test the variation in learners’ performance of certain grammatical
structures using various instruments. Such research advanced our understanding of the
variables that affect task performance.
On the other hand, teachers use tasks as a teaching tool and as a way of
enhancing teaching. In the past, these two groups (researchers and teachers) worked
independently with little or no cooperation. However, with TBLT they attempt to use
tasks as a teaching tool based on the theoretical insights of using tasks as a research
tool. For instance, Shehadeh and Coombe (2010) state that tasks in L2 learning and
teaching are more principled and more effective because they brought both researchers
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and teachers and by implication, learning and teaching, closer to each other than ever
before.
The early work that led to the rise of this educational approach will be
discussed in this chapter, as well as the various definitions of the construct of task and
how it was approached from different theoretical perspectives.
2.2 The Rise of Task-based Language Teaching
Task-based language teaching (TBLT) has emerged in response to theoretical
and practical challenges posed by other pedagogical approaches regarding learning
and instruction, curriculum design, classroom language study, and assessment of
language skills (Parbhu, 1987; Long, 1987; Ellis, 2003, 2008). For example, it has
been proposed that tasks help to address the long debate concerning the effectiveness
of direct and indirect instructional approaches in meeting learners' linguistic needs.
While direct instructional approaches are used for defined and simple forms, indirect
ways such as tasks are efficiently used for difficult and complex forms to be
internalized and used automatically (Pica, Kang, & Sauro, 2006). Today, TBLT is
promoted in many countries as a powerful language teaching methodology for both
children and adults. Research that shows how and to what extent task performance can
promote language learning is also "growing and diversifying," as Van den Branden,
Bygate, and Norris (2009) described it. Now we have reached a stage where much is
being published on what we know about how TBLT may promote learning (Bhandari,
2012; Bygate, 2015; Bygate, Skehan, & Swain, 2001; Byrnes & Manchón, 2014; East,
2012; Edwards & Willis, 2005; Ellis, 2003; Ellis, 2008; Ellis, 2018; Garcia Mayo,
2007; González-Lloret & Ortega, 2014; Long, 2015; Samuda & Bygate, 2008;
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Shehadeh & Coombe, 2010, 2012; Skehan, 2014; Thomas & Reinders, 2010, 2015;
Van den Branden, 2006; Van den Branden, Bygate, & Norris, 2009; Van den Branden,
Van Gorp, & Verhelst, 2007). These volumes offer numerous examples that
demonstrate how TBLT integrates its theoretical and empirical understanding from a
variety of disciplines. For example, the roles of holism, learner-centeredness, and
experiential learning came from educational philosophy; key insights into benefits of
learner interaction, feedback, and focus on form from research; mechanisms for
guiding learners cognitive processes (i.e., noticing, comparison, etc.) from cognitive
psychology; and roles of the social linguistic environment in providing learning
opportunities for learners to scaffold each other from socio-constructivist learning
theories (Van den Branden et al., 2009). Since then, tasks have been widely used for
various purposes in L2 research, learning, and teaching. For instance, SLA researchers
use tasks to carry out research and investigate task-based performance, curriculum
developers to develop curricula and syllabuses, teachers as activities in the classrooms,
and language testers to follow up the progress students make throughout the learning
process. Bygate, Skehan, and Swain (2001) point out that what determines the view of
the task is whether it is viewed from a research or pedagogical perspective. For
example, researchers view the task as a set of variables that affect language acquisition
and performance, whereas teachers see it as a teaching unit in the learning
environment. Ellis (2009) indicates that there are points of contact between the two
views. For example, research can inform us about task variables that assist teachers in
deciding what tasks to use and when. Consequently, the construct of task has been
defined differently according to the context and purpose of its use. Below is a review
of the main definitions offered in the literature regarding what constitutes a task.
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2.3 Defining 'Task'
The term 'task' has been described and approached from different perspectives
and for different purposes. Consequently, there is no consensus in SLA research and
language pedagogy to what constitutes a task, which makes defining it problematic
(Crookes, 1986). There is also no full agreement on the terms used to describe devices
that elicit learners' language (e.g., activity, task, exercise, drill). For this reason, I will
use Ellis’s (2003) six criterial features to illustrate, explain, and analyze the definitions
available in SLA research and pedagogic literature and to show how the definition of
the task varies according to the purpose for which the task is used. Features include:
the scope of the task, the perspective from which a task is viewed, the authenticity of
a task, the linguistic skills required to perform a task, the psychological processes
involved in task performance, and the outcome of a task.
2.3.1 Scope and Perspective
Regarding the scope of the task, Ellis (2003) identifies two ways of comparing
definitions: one is related to language requirement and the other to the role tasks play
in research and teaching. In respect of the former, he gave an example of a broad
definition proposed by Long (1985) which includes tasks that require language use,
such as making an airline reservation, and tasks that do not necessitate the use of
language, such as painting a fence, in contrast with more narrow definitions that define
the task as an activity that requires the use of language, such as those provided by
Richards, Platt, and Weber (1985), and Nunan (1989). However, in terms of task role,
Ellis refers to the learners' focus during the task, whether on meaning or form. He
states that Long (1985), Richards, Platt, and Weber (1985), Nunan (1989), and Skehan
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(1996a) restrict the term to activities where the meaning is primary. In comparison,
Breen (1989) adopts a definition which incorporates any kind of language activity,
including 'exercises'. On reflection, Ellis (2003) distinguishes between 'tasks' and
‘exercises’ in terms of the focus: If the focus were on meaning, then it is considered a
'task', and if it were on form, then it is an 'exercise'.
The second criterion, Ellis (2003) explains, deals with whether the task is seen
from the task designer's point of view, as a workplan, or from learner's view, as a
process. Most definitions offered in the literature (Richards, Platt, & Weber 1985,
Prabhu, 1987; Breen, 1989; Nunan, 1989; and Ellis, 2003) adopt the task as a
workplan. For instance, Breen (1989) defines the task as “a structured plan for the
provision of opportunities for the refinement of knowledge and capabilities entailed in
a new language and its use during communication” (quoted in Ellis, 2003, p. 4). It is
clear that the task in such situations is intended to engage the learner in meaningfully
focused language use.
2.3.2 Authenticity and Outcomes
Authenticity is the feature concerned with describing tasks that learners
encounter in real-life situations. It may be situational authenticity or interactional
authenticity. The former encompasses real-life situational tasks that learners encounter
either daily (e.g., borrowing a library book, dressing a child, painting a fence) or
‘survival tasks’ that apply to situations where learners want to keep themselves safe
(e.g., in the wilderness or an urban environment away from the comfort and familiarity
of their homes). Interactional authenticity, as Skehan (1996a) describes it, includes
tasks that are not clearly real-world but which manifest some sort of relationship to the
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real world (e.g., spotting the differences between two pictures, telling a story based on
a series of pictures, describing a picture and someone else can draw it). The kind of
interaction or language behavior involved in such tasks corresponds to the negotiation
involved in real-world tasks. Long (1985) best depicts this feature in his definitions
when he proposes that a task is
a piece of work undertaken for oneself or for others, freely or for
some reward. Thus, examples of tasks include painting a fence,
dressing a child, filling out a form, buying a pair of shoes, making
an airline reservation, borrowing a library book, taking a driving test,
typing a letter, weighing a patient, sorting letters, taking a hotel
reservation, writing a cheque, finding a street distention, and helping
someone across a road. In other words, by "task" is meant the
hundred and one things people do in everyday life, at work, at play,
and in between. "Tasks" are the things people will tell you they do if
you ask them and they are not applied linguists (quoted in Ellis,
2003, p. 4).
However, outcomes feature in what results from the task (e.g., a list of
differences or a story). Ellis (2003) emphasizes the importance of differentiating
between the outcome and the aim which is the pedagogic purpose of the task (i.e., to
elicit meaning-focused language, perceptual or productive skills, etc.). He also states
the possibility of achieving the outcome without the aim (e.g., students identifying the
differences between two pictures without using the language). In this case, the task
becomes of no value since the real purpose is to use the language in a way that
promotes their language learning rather than arriving at a successful outcome,
whatever it is. Most definitions in the literature consider this purpose and explain that
it can be measured from the task content. Outcomes may be judged from the task's
content. For example, a narrative task can be judged according to whether learners
successfully can tell all the events of the story based on the pictures provided.
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2.3.3 Linguistic and Cognitive Skills
Another feature considered in defining a task is the linguistic skills involved in
performing it. For instance, Long’s (1985) definition clearly addresses the two
linguistic skills, oral and written (e.g., making an airline reservation and writing a
cheque). Similarly, Bygate, Skehan, and Swain (2001) identify the same two skills in
their work. They describe the task as "an activity which requires learners to use
language, with emphasis on meaning, to attain an objective" (p. 11). Further, although
the research and pedagogic literatures (Day, 1986; Crookes & Gass, 1993; Bygate,
Skehan, & Swain, 2001) assume that tasks are directed to oral skills, particularly
speaking, while the other language skills (e.g., reading and writing) are involved at
some stages in the task. Another aspect considered in defining a task is the cognitive
processes involved while performing it. Cognitive processes may be selecting,
reasoning, classifying, or sequencing information, and transforming information from
one form of representation to another. For example, Nunan (1989, p. 10) views
“comprehending, manipulating, producing, or interacting in the target language” as
basic cognitive processes in his definition. However, Prabhu (1987) emphasizes the
processes of thought, namely those that engage learners in reasoning, making
connections between pieces of information, and evaluating information. This shows
that various cognitive processes can be demanded from learners depending on the
needs of the learning situation. Accordingly, the cognitive dimension is essential in
designing the tasks because it determines the complexity of the task.
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Further, SLA researchers define tasks in terms of their usefulness for data
collection and eliciting samples of learners' language for research purposes. For
instance, Bialystok (1983) states that a communication task must
first … stimulate real communicative exchange in which one of the
interlocutors was a monolingual speaker of the target language;
second, the task had to provide incentive for the learner to attempt to
convey difficult information; and third, it was necessary to have
control over the items for which the communication strategies were
to be examined (Bialystok, 1983, p. 103).
Similarly, Pica (1989) states that tasks should be developed in such a way as
to "meet criteria for information control, information flow, and goals of the study"
(quoted in Shehadeh, 2005, p.18). In contrast, there are some scholars who look at the
term 'task' from a purely classroom interaction perspective. For example, Nunan
(1989) proposes that a communication task is "a piece of classroom work which
involve learners to comprehending, manipulating, producing, or interacting in the
target language while their attention is principally focused on meaning rather than
form" (Nunan, 1989, p. 10).
As this discussion indicates, what constitutes a task varies to some extent. A
definition given by Bygate, Skehan, & Swain (2001) identifies the essential
commonalties in tasks, irrespective of their actual use. However, the need for a
generalized definition remains valid. Hence, Shehadeh (2005) defines a classroom task
based on the central attributes of a language teaching task as "an activity that has a
non-linguistic purpose or goal with a clear outcome and that uses any or all of the four
language skills in its accomplishment by conveying meaning in a way that reflects
real-world language use" (2005, pp. 18–19). This definition suggests that in addition
to the tasks being meaning-oriented, they must reflect real-life situations and involve
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the activation of cognitive processes for learners via the development of one or more
language skills. This is the definition that will be used in this dissertation because it is
more inclusive.
2.4 Early Work on Task-Based Language Teaching (TBLT)
TBLT first appeared in 1979 when the Indian scholar N. S. Prabhu conducted
his Bangalore project for secondary school classes in India. This project was the first
work that proposed designing tasks for language teaching and it drew the attention of
many researchers and educationalists in the field. Many attempts have been made to
implement TBLT over the past three decades in the belief that language is best learnt
when it is used to convey communicative messages.
Another major work that led to the rise of TBLT was Long’s (1985) research.
Long investigated the tendency of applied linguists to develop syllabuses in secondlanguage programs independent of methodologies and psycholinguistic research. He
considered this situation as a problem that threatened the efficiency of language
learning and that an integrated psycholinguistically-based program design needed to
be proposed. Long argued that this issue was not simple; while structural syllabus
works for audio-lingualism, the notional-functional syllabus cannot work on the same
methodology. If it did, a conflict between the two would arise and consequently result
in ineffective learning. Accordingly, from 1982 to 1985, Long conducted a number of
small-scale studies involving both native and non-native speaker dyads working on
pedagogic tasks in order to investigate the role of task-based instruction in secondlanguage classrooms. He also worked on designing prototype task-based teaching
materials for children of limited English proficiency in Hawaii's public schools. Long
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(1985) stated that not "anything like enough empirical studies have been done on
(especially instructed) SLA – or in such areas as sociolinguistics and classroom
processes – to support many of the implications and applications currently espoused
in the literature" (p. 96).
Several attempts since the appearance of Prabhu's project, Long's studies, and
the efforts made by the language institutions in the early 1980s to restructure language
teaching and learning have been made to implement TBLT. However, because
Prabhu’s project had a major role in shaping the early rise of the TBLT field, I will
describe it in detail below and give a brief description of early TBLT projects in United
States government language institutions.
2.4.1 Communicational Teaching Project (CTP)
In June 1979, N.S. Prabhu, a pioneer in language teaching, designed a
communicational teaching project that aimed to develop the grammatical competence
of beginner learners through meaning-focused activities. The project initially proposed
a number of different tasks students were asked to work on them in order to learn
language. One of the main purposes of the project was to develop a methodology in a
research-based environment to refine the theory of communicative competence and
examine how learning takes place in a specific theoretical framework. The project
proposed a number of communicative tasks. As Beretta (1989) indicates, the CTP
project was set up "to explore a major current model of language learning, one that
stresses unconscious processes" (p. 283). According to this view, Beretta asserts that
content of language learning cannot be pre-specified by teachers because the teacher's
agenda may not match the learner's unconscious process of hypothesis construction
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and revision. Beretta (1990) emphasizes that the guiding principle of CTP was that
form can be learnt entirely through meaningful tasks and that grammar construction is
an unconscious process. Besides, the project fosters the idea that "not 'English for
communication' but 'English through communication'; not 'learn English so that you
will be able to do and say things later' but 'do and say things now so that as a result
you will learn English" (Prabhu, 1980, p. 23).
2.4.1.1 Description of CTP
The CTP project has several names in the literature: the Bangalore Project, the
Bangalore-Madras Project, the Procedural Syllabus Project, and the Communicational
Teaching Project, which the project team itself used. Prabhu (1987, p. 1) describes the
stimulus of his project as:
a strongly felt pedagogic intuition … that the development of
competence in a second language requires not systematization of
language inputs or maximization of planned practice, but rather the
creation of conditions in which learners engage in an effort to cope
with communication.
He explained the concept of competence and communication in the context of
his project. For competence it was the automaticity in the ability to conform to
grammatical norms, while for communication it was the ability to understand and
convey meaning. Prabhu made it clear that competence in the project meant not the
communicative competence embodied in achieving social appropriacy but instead the
grammatical competence supposed to be developed through a course of meaningfocused activities. He argued that neither linguistically-organized syllabus
traditionally used to systemize input nor activities assumed to maximize language
practice were helpful in the development of grammatical competence. Instead, it was
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found that responses to a need to convey meaning was a favorable condition for
practicing and developing these 'internal self-regulating' processes. Consequently, it
was decided that teaching should be concerned with creating conditions that aim to
cope with and handle meaning in the classroom and imitation of linguistic behaviors
of any kind, as well as 'deliberate regulation' to develop grammatical competence were
excluded.
Prabhu's (1987) project was implemented in a small number of classes in
primary and secondary schools in southern India, namely Bangalore and Madras. Class
size in primary schools varied between 30 to 45 students and in secondary schools
between 40 to 60. Students were taught by a group of 18 teachers, teacher trainers and
part-time teachers, supported by the British Council in Madras and the Regional
Institute of English in Bangalore. Students were taught over periods of time varying
between one to three years. Notional/functional syllabuses were used in the project and
content was changed occasionally based on the needs of the learning situation as
Prabhu and his associates believed that a change in syllabus content was much easier
to implement than in the methodology of teaching. Beretta and Davies (1985) state
that Prabhu and his colleagues' belief was supported by the expectation that "linguists'
generalizations about language structure are unlikely to match whatever
generalizations are involved in the learner's process of grammar construction" (quoted
in Prabhu, 1987, p. 144). Therefore, CTP syllabuses contained no linguistic items at
all but instead tasks in the form of problem-solving activities. The main idea of the
project was that form is best learnt when learners' attention is directed to meaning. In
particular, as Prabhu argues, grammar-construction is an unconscious process which
is best facilitated by bringing about in the learner a preoccupation with meaning,
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saying or doing" (Prabhu, 1982, p. 2). As a consequence, tasks consisted of three
stages: pre-task, task, and post-task or feedback. The pre-task stage introduced the task
to the learner by offering relevant vocabulary to learners, for example, and was usually
guided by the teacher. In the task stage the students would do the task and work
towards achieving its goal. In the post-task stage, students would usually get feedback
on how successfully they did the task and focus on language forms if there was a need.
Additionally, the teaching that was undertaken in this project was described by
Prabhu (1987) as 'exploratory' in three ways. First, teaching was held in actual
classrooms rather than in laboratories and by trial and error of a developing teaching
methodology. Second, the teaching was a way to make the project's intuition clearer
and articulate it more fully. Accordingly, "theory and practice helped to develop each
other in the course of the five years" (Prabhu, 1987, p. 2), from 1979 to 1984. Third,
the process of development was reported 'fully' and regularly to a large number of
teachers and specialists in India through periodical newsletters and at annual review
seminars. Teaching was reviewed, criticized, and evaluated at every stage possible.
Based on the above, the project was not designed as an experiment to 'prove' a specific
methodology but a classroom operation to develop a methodology and gain insights of
it. Although the project was entirely based around the communicative competence
theory, it follows a task-based teaching methodology in which students focus on real
language and the teacher plays a leadership role. Accordingly, learning was mediated
through the scaffolding model of Vygotsky where “the demand on thinking made by
the activity was just above the level which learners could meet without help”
(Vygotsky, 1978, pp. 23-24).
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2.4.1.2 Evaluation of CTP
The purpose of evaluating the CTP was to see the difference in English
attainment of CTP classes, as compared with classes received normal instruction.
Beretta (1989–1992) evaluated the procedural syllabus used in the project, namely
investigating the extent to which teachers implemented its principles in the program.
She classified their implementation into three levels. They were: orientation (level
one: teachers who had limited knowledge about the methodology of CTP and did not
know how to use it); routine (level two: teachers who were well-informed about the
methodological implementation of the project and their use of task-based procedures
was relatively stable); and renewal (level three: teachers who were confident enough
of their mastery of the project principles and ready to modify its precepts). Beretta
showed that 47% of the CTP teachers reached the routine level, and only 13% reached
an expert level. Thus 40% of teachers were not well-informed about the methodology
of the project and did not know how to use it. This group did not grasp the effect the
project might have on teachers and learners. Nonetheless, the results of the program
were considered by many evaluators as promising and successful because the idea was
new and the project was the very first attempt for application.
In addition to that, from the perspective of evaluating the program generally,
Breen (1987) and Candlin (1987) agreed with Prabhu that the task in the procedural
syllabus is the main construct that could be mediated throughout the learning process
rather than a language item on its own. However, they differed from him in two ways:
(1) the role of the teacher does not totally determine how learning is sequenced and
takes place, but instead it is to consult and help learners understand their own learning
plan; and (2) Prabhu’s procedural syllabus avoids all kinds of focus on language form,
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yet students engaged in any language learning program may choose to focus explicitly
on language form. Further, Long and Crookes (1992) criticized tasks proposed in the
syllabuses on three grounds: (1) tasks were not based on students’ needs and no
analysis was actually carried out for participants to determine the needs; (2) tasks were
not sequenced in the syllabuses, although Ellis (2003) believed that they were
"graded": and (3) tasks made no allowance for focus on form although the current
version of task-based approach allows focus on form in response to learners' needs.
Similarly, Markee (1997) criticized the tasks for not being so adaptive to learners and
not innovative, compared with other syllabuses such as the notional/functional and
natural approaches.
Another issue was advanced by Brumfit (1984), who criticized the openness of
Prabhu and how the program was imposed by the British Council in the Indian
environment without taking cultural appropriacy into account. He described the project
as a neo-colonial pedagogy that targeted seizing the minds of teenager participants via
cultural influences injected in linguistic materials, tasks, and activities. He considered
the parallel coincidence of Prabhu’s use of Johnson's (1982) and Allwright's (1977)
work in information-gap tasks as a proof of his pessimism. In addition, Prabhu’s
assumption that learning takes place "unconsciously" through the process of
internalization has been challenged in SLA research. Internalization is the process by
which a person moves from object/other-regulation to self-regulation and it enables
learners to test out hypotheses about how the target language works (Ellis, 2008;
Shehadeh, 2003). For instance, McLaughlin (1990) described the discussion of
learning as "unscientific" and does not explain clearly how learning takes place (p.
620). Instead, he prefers the terms 'controlled' and 'automatic' processing. Another
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fundamental concern with the project was that it received little supportive case-study
evidence. What was heard about teachers’ and students’ voices was little, except for
some transcribed materials in the appendix. This was a major shortcoming for a project
that detailed all the results of a practical classroom experience.
However, in spite of these shortcomings, the project marks the first appearance
of TBLT and is considered one of the pioneering works in language teaching field.
Further, it is classified as the first try-out of designing language teaching through tasks.
2.4.2 American Government Language Institutions
In the early 1980s, the American government language institutions switched
from teacher-centered and form-focused classroom practice to task-based instruction
(TBI) in order to teach courses of foreign languages (e.g., Czech, Ukrainian, Russian,
English for speakers of Russian) in a number of institutions, including the Defense
Language Institute (DLI), the Foreign Service Institute (FSI), the National Aeronautics
and Space Administration (NASA), the Marshall Center, and other government
schools. Leaver and Kaplan (2004) report that the 'task' was used as an activity in the
foreign language classrooms with a measurable result in all of these programs. They
were either pedagogical tasks (tasks that are not necessarily a learner's encounter in
real-life situations, e.g., spotting the differences between two pictures) or authentic
(tasks the student is likely to encounter in real-life situations, e.g., phoning for
information, planning a holiday, answering email, or filling in application forms.
Using the Czech course at the DLI as an illustrative example, Leaver and
Kaplan (2004) mention that Czech was the first Slavic language in which task-based
principles were implemented in the program. It was introduced in 1991 in the DLI
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institution for an intensive program lasting for 47 weeks. Two types of syllabus were
used in this program: a theme-based syllabus for the first 24 weeks; and a contentbased syllabus for the reminder of the period. Topics in both were selected in
consultation with the students. The content-based instruction was more challenging
than the theme-based. In the former, there were required subjects (e.g., grammar) and
electives (e.g., physics, zoology), with all books obtained from the State Publishing
House in Prague. The authors report that the program contained meaning-based,
communicative, authentic tasks that reflected real-life situation interactions. Most
required the integration of the four language skills (reading, writing, listening, and
speaking) and students needed to achieve an outcome by the end of the task with
abundant amounts of linguistically complex materials. Further, all tasks incorporated
high-order thinking skills (e.g., analyzing, synthesizing, evaluation) that help learners
develop abilities they can use in the classroom and later outside the classroom. Loworder thinking activities (e.g., memorization, application, comprehension) were mostly
avoided. Classes were organized into small groups where students worked together
and shared their learning strategies. Finally, students were evaluated formally by the
institute's testing division) or informally by speakers of Czech working in other nonteaching divisions.
The above projects helped to confirm TBLT’s satisfactory results. Such early
work and projects popularized the TBLT field and provided convincing evidence of
efficient learning. For instance, Prabhu’s project was the first work that introduced
communicative tasks and got students to learn the language by working on them. This
revealed impressive progress on students’ learning of the target language. Further,
Long’s small-scale studies argued that the development of the syllabus design and the
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method of instruction should go together and be psycho-linguistically based and
resolved by the integration of TBLT. Moreover, he stated that the pedagogic tasks that
had been used in the native and non-native dyads were solvable. In addition, the
implementation of TBLT in the government language institutions in the US produced
inspiring results in students’ proficiency and enhanced their performance rapidly,
compared with the structural approaches in use at the time. Based on such early
research in the TBLT field, a number of scholars (Krashen, 1982; Swain, 1985) and
also educationalists (Prabhu, 1987) concluded that classroom learning would proceed
more effectively if learners were provided with meaningful tasks that elicit their use
of language in the classroom.
Since the 1980s, TBLT has increasingly attracted the worldwide attention of
SLA researchers, curriculum developers, educationalists, teacher trainers, language
testers, and language teachers. Van den Branden (2006) describes the introduction of
TBLT into the world of language education as 'a top-down' process. The concept of
TBLT was conceived and developed by SLA researchers and language educators,
largely in reaction to what were seen as shortcomings in teacher-centered, formoriented second language classroom (Long & Norris, 2000). Accordingly, TBLT has
been investigated from various perspectives that try to explain the efficiency of this
instructional framework in promoting language learning and teaching, as will be
shown below.
2.5 TBLT: Current Views and Perspectives
TBLT has been approached from different perspectives by different scholars
who have tried to account for how TBLT facilitates L2 learning. In 2009, Van den
Branden, Bygate, and Norris stated that:
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… there is a widespread agreement that tasks, potentially at least,
offer a uniquely powerful resource both for teaching and testing of
language. In particular, they provide a locus for bringing together the
various dimensions of language, social context, and the mental
processes of individual learners that are key to learning. There are
theoretical grounds, and empirical evidence, for believing that tasks
might be able to offer all the affordances needed for successful
instructed language development, whoever the learners might be,
and whatever the context (p. 11).
As SLA researchers have established, TBLT enables learners to attain an
advanced level of proficiency in the target language because it looks at language as a
meaning system rather than a wording system governed by grammatical rules. Unlike
grammar-based (structural) approaches, learners in a TBLT approach compete for both
meaning and structure in order to develop a language that enables them to
communicate effectively. Ellis (2003) points out that tasks provide a context for
language learners that activates their acquisition processes and fosters processes of
negotiation, modification, paraphrasing, and experimentation. Many language teachers
around the world are moving towards TBLT based on the strong belief that "TBLT
facilitates SLA and makes L2 learning and teaching more successful and more
effective" (Shehadeh, 2018, p. xvi). This belief is supported by theoretical and
pedagogical bases and perspectives, including the interaction perspective, the
cognitive perspective, and the socio-cultural perspective (Shehadeh, 2005; Shehadeh
& Coombe, 2010). Following Shehadeh and Coombe (2010), these perspectives will
be considered separately below by presenting the proposed perspective, its theoretical
conclusions, and the ways in which tasks are seen to facilitate learning from this
perspective.
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2.5.1 Discourse/Interaction Perspective
One aspect in which TBLT has been proved to be efficient for language
learning and teaching is the interaction perspective. This perspective is supported by
theoretical and practical considerations. Below is a description of each.
2.5.1.1 Theoretical Basis
The interaction perspective is based on the interaction hypothesis attributed to
Michael Long (1981, 1983, 1996) and based primarily on the work of Stephen Krashen
(1981, 1985, 1994) and Evelyn Hatch (1978). The interaction hypothesis (Long, 1980,
1983, 1985) posits the importance of comprehensible input (i.e., Krashen’s (1985)
input hypothesis) and the modification of discourse (i.e., comprehensible output
hypothesis) by negotiated interaction and modified input. These will be considered
separately below.
2.5.1.1.1 Comprehensible Input and Interaction Perspective
Long’s input hypothesis posits two conditions for the language input to be
acquired: (1) it must be comprehended at one level above the learner’s current level
(i+1); and (2) the learner is emotionally receptive to the input, or, in Krashen’s
terminology, the affective filter must be low. This hypothesis is very restricted because
it deals only with the exchanges where the less competent speaker responds to the more
competent speaker and language is viewed, based on this hypothesis, as input-driven.
Therefore, Long, in his interaction hypothesis, emphasized the role of comprehensible
input that was central to Krashen’s input hypothesis but argued that this input could be
acquired during interaction that involves discourse modifications. Long’s interaction
hypothesis takes into consideration the interaction exchanges where the initial problem
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arises in the speech of the two interlocutors. Learners modify their messages and signal
their difficulties while they exchange the information and negotiate to achieve its
comprehensibility. Thus, comprehensible input is held to be a necessary condition for
SLA (Krashen, 1985; Long, 1983).
2.5.1.1.2 Comprehensible Output Hypothesis
As a result of studies of immersion classes in Canada, Swain (1985) argues that
comprehensible input is not enough for successful SLA, but opportunities for
comprehensible output are also essential. Accordingly, she proposes the
comprehensible output hypothesis, which is comparable to Krashen’s (1985, 1994)
comprehensible input hypotheses. Swain acknowledges the role of comprehensible
input in SLA but argues that the role of comprehensible output is independent in many
ways and that both input and output are important for SLA. This hypothesis is based
on the belief that to learn to speak we have actually to speak! She points out that
understanding forms is not enough, learners need to produce them. Therefore, she
suggests that learning is promoted when learners are provided with an opportunity for
meaning negotiation and output modification during their conversation with their
interlocutors. Based on her specific suggestions, Skehan (1985) identifies several roles
of output that are relevant to language learning. They are to:
•! Generate better input. Long (1985) claims that the best way to get good quality
of input is using output (speaking) to receive feedback and tuning the input to
the listener's current competence. According to this view, output is important to
generate effective input and it is like an opportunity for meaning negotiation
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that is indexed by the use of clarification requests, confirmation checks, and
comprehension checks.
•! Force syntactic processing. Swain (1985) suggests that output forces learners to
move from semantic analysis of the target language to a more syntactic analysis
of it which makes an effective use of input for interlanguage development.
•! Test hypotheses. Swain (1985) points out that output enables learners to test out
hypotheses about the target language by taking risks and looking for uncertainty
in a developing grammar.
•! Develop automaticity. Swain (1985) indicates that output enables learners to go
beyond carefully structured utterances and achieve some level of natural speed
and rhythm.
•! Develop discourse skills. Skehan (1985) argues that extended speaking enables
learners to develop skills, such as turn-taking skills, which ultimately qualifies
them to become effective communicators.
•! Develop a personal voice. Output enables learners to develop a personal manner
of speaking depending on the sorts of meanings they are exposed to, and to
reflect consciously on the language they are producing. In so doing, learners
notice a gap between what they can say and what they want to say, which
‘forces’ them to stretch their current interlanguage capacity in order to fill in the
gap. This represents "the internalization of new linguistic knowledge, or the
consolidation of existing knowledge" (Swain & Lapkin, 1995, p. 374) as a result
of active deployment of learners' cognitive processes (Izumi, 2000).
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Comprehensible input is considered the driving force for interlanguage
development and change, and the effect of such change leads to production or output.
Both comprehensible input and modified output are believed to facilitate language
acquisition. Research has shown that the interaction between a non-native speaker
(NNS) and a native speaker (NS) or a NNS of a higher level creates a naturalistic
language learning environment where the NNS learns, through the negotiation of
meaning, input modification, or identifying their language gaps, where they face
difficulties.
Pica (1992, 1994) states that opportunities for meaning negotiation assist
learners in language acquisition in three ways. First, they help learners get
comprehensible input, as Long and others have claimed. Pica indicates that a way in
which this can take place is when the input is broken down during negotiation into
smaller units that learners can easily understand during the negotiation. In this way,
learners’ attention is shifted to L2 forms (Schmidt, 2001). Second, Pica argues that
negotiation allows learners to receive feedback on their comprehension level in the L2.
Finally, Pica says negotiation allows learners to adjust, manipulate, and modify their
own output and signal their difficulties while they exchange the information and
negotiate to achieve its comprehensibility. Learners are ‘pushed’ to produce more
comprehensible and target-like output as a result of the negotiation. Swain (1985,
1995) argues that such output contributes to language acquisition.
Long (1996) indicates that interaction modification includes three forms of
checks, or topic-contingency devices where gaps in learners’ language are identified:
clarification requests, confirmation checks, and comprehension checks. A clarification
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request is a technique learners use when they encounter an unfamiliar word and ask
for clarification. Confirmation checks are used by reacting to a sentence uttered by the
other speaker using L2. Comprehension checks are used to affirm that the meaning is
understood. These forms of checks play an important role in managing the discourse
during meaning negotiation.
The comprehensible input hypothesis has two forms: strong and weak. The
strong form advocates the role of interaction in language learning, whereas the weak
form views interactions as opportunities for learners to practice the language whether
or not they are making productive use of it. In this regard, there is no certainty
comprehensible input leads to acquisition. Ellis (2003) reports that “comprehension is
not a monolithic phenomenon but highly differentiated, reflecting a continuum of
understanding” (p. 81). Unlike language acquisition, comprehension has been
approved to be a top-down process based on world knowledge and inferences from
context. By contrast, language acquisition is a bottom-up process containing attention
to the formal structures of the target language. Accordingly, comprehensible input has
no direct relationship to facilitate or promote language acquisition. Gass and Varonis
(1994) and Polio and Gass (1988) found that negotiation does not lead to
comprehension in all cases. They state that the success of negotiation depends on the
strategic abilities of the NNSs, rather than the NSs, and to what extent they are taking
the leading role. Research has shown that when NSs take the role, comprehension is
affected negatively. In addition, while it is simple to see that interaction may show
interlocutors how to decompose utterances into smaller parts, it is less clear how it
contributes to the acquisition of morphological features. To exemplify that, Ellis
(2003, p.81) offers the following exchange:
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NNS: I go cinema.
NS: Uh?
NNS: I go cinema yesterday.
NS: Oh, yesterday.
Here the utterance of the NNS was pushed for clarification by adding the
lexical time marker of past time (yesterday) and the conversation proceeded
successfully without the need for output modification, incorporating the past tense
marker. So, as can be seen, not all pushed input is in fact modified. The hypothesis has
also been criticized for its limitedness in scope. Ellis (2003) argues that the speech
repair or the communication problem is not the only trigger for the acquisition to occur.
Wells (1985) claims that interaction is very similar to the way children acquire their
first language.
Despite these criticisms, the interaction hypothesis has a central place in the
SLA field and has been researched thoroughly in how it supports TBLT. It contributes
to the theoretical bases of TBLT and has defined criteria for analyzing the discourse
involved while performing the tasks. Ellis (2003) states that
[w]hile it may be dangerous to evaluate tasks solely in terms of the
quantity of meaning negotiation they give rise to, there are solid
grounds for believing that tasks that afford opportunities for this
kind of discourse work will contribute to the acquisition of at least
some aspects of language” (p. 83).
A lot of research has shown that tasks provide learners with conditions that
stimulate negotiation of meaning, interaction, output modification, and focus on
formal properties of the L2. These will be considered below.
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2.5.1.2 Application and Research Findings
A number of experimental studies support the interaction hypothesis by
exploring the effects of interaction on production (Gass & Varonis, 1994), on lexical
acquisition (Ellis, Tanaka, & Yamazaki, 1994), on the short-term outcomes of pushed
output (Swain, 1995), and for specific interactional features such as recasts (Long,
Inagaki, & Ortega, 1998; Mackey & Philp, 1998). However, other studies have not
recorded an effect for interaction on grammatical development (Loschky, 1994). In
regard to the studies with results showing a promotion of language learning, research
indicates that meaning negotiation facilitates the acquisition of language forms. In this
respect, Mackey (1999) found that learners who engaged in negotiated interaction
acquired more English question forms than those who did not. Mackey employed a
pre-test/post-test design for 34 English as a second language (ESL) learners, separated
into four experimental groups and one control group. They were engaged or
participated in various types of interaction. Findings showed a link between the
interaction and grammatical development and emphasized the importance of active
participation in interaction. In respect of the effect of interaction on lexical acquisition,
Ellis, Tanaka, and Yamazaki (1994) conducted two classroom studies for high-school
students in Japan to investigate the effect of modified interaction on comprehension
and vocabulary acquisition. They found that tasks provide learners with opportunities
for meaning negotiation, modifying input, and better opportunities for vocabulary
acquisition. There was also evidence that pushed output enhances language learning.
Nobuyoshi and Ellis (1993) showed in a study conducted on two adult learners that
the reformulation of utterances as a result of negotiation improved the accuracy of past
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tense use. Similarly, Ellis and Takashima (1999) found that pushed output helped
learners in the acquisition of past tense forms.
From another perspective, researchers conducted a number of studies that
demonstrate the role of output in enhancing language acquisition. Shehadeh (2001),
for instance, investigated the role of self-initiations and other-initiations in providing
opportunities for modified output (MO) which Swain (1995, 1998) and Swain and
Lapkin (1995) emphasized as important for language learning. Shehadeh (2001)
involved 35 adult participants with eight NSs and 27 NNSs representing 13 different
L1 backgrounds. He used three types of communication tasks: picture description,
opinion exchange, and decision-making. The first two types were held between NS–
NNS and NNS–NNS pairs, whereas the last was in NNS groups. He found that both
self– and other initiations provide students with opportunities for modifying their
output, with the self-initiations more prevalent and effective than the other initiations.
The central role of output is in promoting interlanguage development which
leads to the third role, which is more concerned with performance and fluency. In
addition, Swain (1985) mentions that learners' output is not just a sign of acquired
knowledge, but also a sign of learning at work. Further, researchers demonstrate that
task types provide learners with varied opportunities toward output modification in
order to make it more comprehensible. For example, Iwashita (1999) found that output
can be modified toward comprehensibility by one-way tasks more than by two-way
tasks. Likewise, Shehadeh (1999) found that a picture description task (one-way task)
provides greater opportunities toward modified output than opinion exchange (twoway task).
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Based on the above reported studies, it appears the interaction involved in tasks
enables learners to provide each other with modified comprehensible input, corrective
feedback, and respond to each other with their own modified output. Accordingly, it
may be inferred that meaning negotiation and input modification, as well as focusing
on the structural aspects of the TL, are important for language learning.
2.5.2 Cognitive Perspective
The cognitive perspective constitutes another basis for TBLT. Skehan (2003)
mentions three psychological areas related to the study of TBLT from this perspective:
the attentional resources involved while performing the task; the influence of task
conditions on performance; and the impact of different conditions under which the
tasks are completed. Following is a full description of the cognitive perspective.
2.5.2.1 Theoretical Basis
The cognitive perspective draws on three aspects of learner performance. As
distinguished by Skehan (1998), they are fluency, accuracy, and complexity. Fluency
relates to the capacity of the learner to communicate in real time by memorizing and
integrating language elements. Accuracy refers to when learners try to use an
interlanguage system of a particular level to produce correct, but possibly limited,
language, while complexity involves a willingness to take risks and try out new forms
even though they may not be completely correct. These three aspects are important for
both effective communication (fluency and accuracy) and progress and development
(complexity) of the L2. Skehan argues that these three aspects of performance are
influenced by engaging learners in different types of communication and production
tasks. Therefore, identifying task types, variables, and dimensions is very important
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for promoting L2 fluency, accuracy, and complexity. Skehan (2003) identifies two
contrasting approaches with much to offer for the study of the cognitive perspective.
The first is what Skehan (1998) mentions regarding the limitation of the attentional
resources and how attending to one aspect of performance (accuracy, fluency or
complexity) affects the other. He argues that when students speak, they can give their
full attention to one of the goals of accuracy, fluency, or complexity. Skehan and Foster
(1997, 2001) argue for the existence of trade-offs in performance. For instance, greater
fluency might be accompanied by greater accuracy or greater complexity, but not both.
In contrast, the second approach advocates two propositions: (1) learners can access
multiple and non-competing attentional resources and are not limited as Skehan and
Foster (2001) claim; and (2) complexity and accuracy, as Givon (1985) acknowledges,
correlate since both are driven by the nature of the functional linguistic demand of the
task itself. So, whereas Skehan and Foster argue for fluency being correlated with
either complexity or accuracy (at best), Robinson (2001) argues that fluency contrasts
with complexity and accuracy, which correlate with one another. Both cognitive
approaches explore how performance can be affected by task characteristics and task
conditions. The findings regarding characteristics are shown in Table 1.
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Table 1: The effect of task characteristics on students’ performance (Skehan, 2003,
pp. 5–6)
Task Characteristic

Influence on Performance and Research
Basis

Structured tasks, i.e., clear timeline
or macro structure

Clearly greater fluency, tendency towards
greater accuracy (Foster & Skehan, 1996;
Skehan & Foster, 1997, 1999)

Familiar information

Greater fluency and greater accuracy (Foster
& Skehan, 1996, Skehan & Foster, 1997)

Outcomes requiring justifications

Justifications lead to markedly greater
complexity of language (Skehan & Foster,
1997)

Interactive v. monologic tasks

Interactive tasks produce markedly more
accuracy and complexity, monologic tasks
produce more fluency (Foster & Skehan, 1996,
1999; Skehan & Foster, 1997, 1999).

The above findings suggest that task choice can predict the language aspects to
be learnt as a result of performing the task. Further, researchers explored the conditions
under which tasks are performed. One line of investigation was concerned with phases
which are relevant to using the tasks, i.e., what happens before, during, or after doing
the task. Regarding the first, several studies examined the role of pre-task planning on
performance (Crookes, 1989 and Ellis, 1987). Others investigated the effect of
planning in general. For instance, Foster and Skehan (1996, 1997) conducted two
studies using the same task types and variables but involving learners in different
activities that go under the same task types in each study. They investigated the effect
of planning in three situations (where there was no planning, planning without details
or online planning, and planning with details or guided planning) on learners’
performance of three different tasks (personal information exchange, narrative, and
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decision-making). They measured the performance in terms of fluency, complexity,
and accuracy. While accuracy was measured by dividing the number of correct clauses
by the total number for each participant, fluency was measured by the total seconds of
silence for each subject per five-minute task. Complexity was measured by dividing
the total number of clauses by the total number of c-units, a text unit originally
designed to measure syntactic complexity. Hunt (1966) defines it as a single,
independent clause plus any subordinate clauses attached to it or embedded in it. It
includes non-clausal structures with communicative value. The researchers found that
different tasks affect learners’ performance differently. For example, personal
information exchange and decision-making tasks led to higher accuracy than narrative
task, while the personal task led to lower complexity and fluency than the other two
tasks.
Research has shown that fluency, accuracy, and complexity can be promoted
by task-based instruction. Based on the cognitive approach framework and the
previous experimental studies, Skehan (1998) proposes a model for task-based
instruction consisting of the following principles:
•! Selecting a range of target structures
•! Choosing tasks which meet the utility criterion that is, "where the use of a
particular structure would help the efficiency of the completion of the task
but could be avoided through the use of alternative structures or perhaps
through the use of communication strategies" (Skehan, 1998, p. 122).
•! Selecting and sequencing tasks to achieve balanced goal of development.
•! Maximizing the chances of focus on form through attentional manipulation
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•! Using cycles of accountability in which students should reflect on what
they are learning in order to make further plans.

Skehan (1998) claims these principles allow learners to communicate
effectively (fluency and accuracy) and enhance their L2 learning and development
(complexity). He states that “these [principles] … offer some prospects for the
systematic development of underlying interlanguage and effective communicative
performance” (Skehan, 1998, p. 129). Ellis (2005) suggests that tasks can promote
fluency, accuracy, and complexity in learners by engaging them in meaning-oriented
tasks if the purpose is to promote fluency or form-oriented tasks, and, if the purpose is
to promote accuracy or complexity, by choosing a range of target structures based on
learners' interlanguage development. Below is a description of how task-based
instruction may promote learning from the cognitive perspective.
2.5.2.2 Application and Research Findings
Researchers have explored how task-based instruction may promote fluency,
accuracy, and complexity, including the effect of planning. Regarding planning effect,
Foster and Skehan (1996) found that the effect of the planning condition varies
depending on task type. Generally, the greater the planning for fluency and
complexity, the greater the fluency and complexity achieved. Therefore, the
relationship between these two constructs was described as ‘monotonic.’ However, in
the case of accuracy, they found that guided planning before the task did not facilitate
accuracy as the online planning while learners were doing the task. Consequently, they
concluded that telling learners that they had time to plan for the task without guiding
them in how to use the time led to greater accuracy. In contrast, higher complexity
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could be achieved by guiding them in how to use the time. This shows that allowing
learners to decide on how to use the time leads them to focus on language forms, while
providing them with suggestions regarding language and content shifts their focus to
the content, which in turn directs their attention to greater language complexity. In
support of these claims, Yuan and Ellis (2003) examined the effects of two types of
planning (pre-task planning and online planning) on fluency, complexity, and accuracy
in oral production tasks, and they found similar results to those of Foster and Skehan.
Yuan and Ellis (2003) found that pre-task planning facilitated grammatical complexity
and produced fluent and more lexically varied language than online planning.
However, accuracy was enhanced through online planning only and pre-planning had
no influence on it. Table 2 summarizes the results of the above three mentioned studies,
where (+) indicates an increase trend and (-) a decrease.
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Table 2: Task type and planning results from three studies (Foster and Skehan (1996,
1997))
Task Type

Accuracy

Fluency

Complexity

Personal

+

-

-

Narrative

-

+

+

Decision-making

+

+

+

No planning

+

-

-

Guided planning

-

+

+

Unguided planning

+

+

+

Planning

Yuan and Ellis (2003)
Planning
Pre-task planning

No influence

+

+

Online planning

+

-

-

Further, Loumpourdi (2005) found that task-based grammar activities promote
both fluency and accuracy. Loumpourdi applied TBLT to her grammar module course
with 12 intermediate-level learners studying English in a private institute in Greece.
She reported that, for certain grammatical features, she could detect when the students
grasped the form but failed to understand the use and meaning of the structure.
Therefore, she decided to incorporate the task in her teaching of grammar following a
task cycle with its three stages as proposed by Jane Willis (1996a, 1996). She used a
personal experience task type and asked the students to create their own personality
quiz for the purpose of learning the use and meaning of the second type of conditional.
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The students were divided into two groups and, after introducing the task by
brainstorming related ideas, they were asked to create the questions for the quiz using
‘if’ phrases, exchange the questions, and create multiple choice answers for the
question they received using ‘would’ phrases with the teacher monitoring only. Then
they were asked to choose questions for presentation, to decide on the scoring
methodology, and to answer the questions and report back in pairs. Finally, the
researcher detected the areas of weakness in her students, presented the conditional
type as a grammatical feature, and assigned an exercise for the students to practice.
From her personal observation, Loumpourdi noticed that student felt more confident
when they developed their own questions and generally they were engaged with the
task and clearly focused on the meaning and use of the structure.
Additionally, the influence of planning time and task type on fluency, accuracy,
and complexity of learner language was investigated. For instance, Birch (2005)
examined how different task characteristics affect oral task performance among
Japanese false-beginners high school students studying an ‘English Communication’
course. He aimed to examine the extent to which developing a good command of
understanding task characteristics leads to a balanced development of accuracy,
fluency, and complexity. Birch used two picture-description tasks to measure the
accuracy and fluency: one asked the students to describe the appearance of a person
(the 'robber task’); the other asked the students to describe the locations of cities (the
'island task’). Complexity was not considered in measuring students’ performance in
this study because the chosen tasks were simple and highly structured. Three classes,
each of 40 students, were involved in the study. After introducing the task, students
were given zero, five, or 10 minutes for preparation. The amount of time was varied
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to observe the effect of planning time on production. Their production on both tasks
was recorded, transcribed, and read for several times with different focuses in mind.
Based on factors affecting task difficulty and task characteristics (Skehan, 1998), the
researcher predicted that the island task would lead to more accurate or more fluent
performance as it was more structured than the robbery task (Skehan & Foster, 1997).
Moreover, since the students were more familiar with describing people than
describing locations, the robber task should achieve the same goals due to their greater
familiarity with the task (Foster & Skehan, 1996). The finding showed that, in terms
of accuracy, the planning time had no effect on the island task, and, due to the highly
structured nature of the task, students’ production was more accurate and
grammatically correct because they were following predictable patterns and repetitive
structures (e.g., --is--kilometers--of--). In contrast, although the students were more
familiar with the robber task, their performance was less accurate, and they had trouble
with forming questions. Further, with regard to fluency, students’ performance on the
robber task was more fluent (i.e., they used more complete sentences) than the other
task due to the fact that this task was more familiar and less difficult to the students.
Accordingly, it was concluded that task structure has a greater effect on students’
performance than task familiarity and the prediction of task characteristics may help
in directing students’ focus to accuracy, fluency, or complexity. In support of these
findings, Johnston (2005) found that planning time and the report phase not only have
a positive effect on accuracy and complexity but also that they fight 'fossilization,' a
process where learners experience a permanent cessation in their L2 learning despite
their ability and motivation.
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2.5.3 Sociocultural Perspective
The sociocultural perspective constitutes a major theoretical development in
the language learning field since 1994. It offers a different way of viewing learning
based on a set of metaphors establishing itself as an alternative paradigm affording
accounts to explain how language is acquired and developed. Lantolf (2000) named
this paradigm the sociocultural SLA. The sociocultural SLA is closely related to the
social approaches but differs in the way it specifically promotes the role of social
context and interaction in mediating language learning. Ellis (2008) points out that,
despite the label ‘sociocultural,’ it does not aim to explain the process of acquiring the
cultural values of L2 but rather how knowledge of an L2 is internalized through
sociocultural experiences. It is basically a cognitive one and Lantolf (2004) called this
sociocultural theory (SCT), ‘a theory of mind.’ Since the sociocultural perspective is
the most comprehensive and current perspective on TBLT and L2 learning, I will
specifically focus on it; and the following sections will be devoted to demonstrating it
theoretically and illustrating case studies that exemplify how the sociocultural
perspective promotes SLA.
2.5.3.1 Theoretical Basis
Sociocultural learning theory is originally based on the work of the Russian
psychologist Lev Vygotsky who studied learning and development to improve his own
teaching. It also draws on the work of A. N. Leont’ve (1978) and Wertsch (1985),
among others. Vygotsky (1978) posits that human development is inherently a socially
situated activity. He argues that language learning and acquisition takes place in a
social medium or context, not in vacuum. SCT does not distinguish between 'input'
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and 'output' but rather views language acquisition as a social practice that takes place
within interaction that is treated as a cognitive activity in its own right. Van Lier (2000)
asserts that interaction cannot be investigated by breaking it down into its component
elements (as the input-output models seek to do). Rather it is important to look at the
learner's active participation in the environment and study interaction in its totality in
order to show the emergence of learning. According to this perspective, the
sociocultural theorists view language generally as a semiotic tool that is used to
achieve social goals. Vygotsky (1978) emphasizes the role of social interaction in
learning and cognitive development. He indicates that children are born with
elementary mental functions (i.e., attention, sensation, perception, memory, etc.)
which, through interaction with people of higher knowledge and experience, develop
into higher mental functions. Accordingly, children move from the stage of ‘assisted
learning’ to ‘independent learning.’ Vygotsky explains that L2 learning, like any other
form of learning, occurs inter-mentally (between the child's/learner's mind and people
in interaction) as well as intra-mentally (within the child/learner), as new forms and
functions appear first in production mediated by social interaction and subsequently
become internalized.1 In L2 context too, learners collaboratively construct the correct
form of knowledge through interaction. Moreover, interaction enables learners to
move from semantic analysis of L2 to a more syntactic analysis of it. When they do
so, they notice a gap between what they can say and what they want to say or how they

1

Wells (1994), in her comparison of Vygotsky’s and Halliday’s views of language, states that both perceive language as
a tool used to achieve social actions. However, Vygotsky, as a psychologist, is interested in the relationship between
language and thought and accordingly looks at language as a means for mediating higher levels of thinking. In contrast,
Halliday, as a linguist, is interested in how language is used as a tool for communication and how this results in language
learning. Further, for Vygotsky, language is central at the word level where the child begins acknowledging its symbolic
function; whereas for Halliday, language is a semiotic system consisting of grammatical, lexical, and phonological forms
that encode functions involved in social behavior.
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can say it. External feedback (e.g., clarification request) or internal feedback (e.g., selfnoticing) are means by which a gap is brought to their attention or noticed. Swain
(2000) states that noticing a gap in one's interlanguage enables learners to succeed in
L2 learning because that allows the learner to stretch his/her current interlanguage
capacity in order to fill this gap. In addition, focusing on the formal properties of the
L2 is also necessary for successful L2 learning because it draws learner's attention to
focus on the formal properties of the L2 as they attempt to produce it. Thus, SCT takes
into consideration a sociocultural paradigm (external aspects) and a socio-cognitive
paradigm (internal aspects). While the external contributing factors are social and
cultural factors, the internal ones are cognitive factors. Woolfolk (2007) views the
sociocultural perspective as an umbrella term that encompasses sociocultural and
socio-cognitive perspectives. She explains that socio-constructivism views knowledge
as something that can be individually constructed and socially mediated by
participating in activities held with other learners; this in turn results in internalizing
new strategies and knowledge. While the sociocultural perspective is the theory that
emphasizes the role of interaction in development and language learning (i.e., children
learn the culture of their community, ways of thinking and behaving) through these
interactions, the socio-cognitivism proposes that human forms of mental activity arise
in our interaction with people of our culture, as well as with the specific experiences
we have with the artifacts produced by our ancestors and our contemporaries (Lantolf,
2000). Vygotsky (1978) defines artifacts as “[p]hysical and symbolic tools … created
by human culture(s) over time and are made available to succeeding generations,
which often modify these artifacts before passing them on to future generations” (p.
80). The symbolic tools include numbers and arithmetic systems, music, art, and, most
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importantly, language. All are used to establish an indirect or mediated relationship
between ourselves and the surrounding world.
As Vygotsky (1978) argues, the main source of mental/cognitive activities is
the external activities that learners participate in. The cognitive processes of
individuals are awakened when learners interact with each other. According to him,
dialogic interaction is an important trigger for language learning. He indicates that L2
learning is promoted when learners construct knowledge collaboratively in a joint
activity, not through interaction but in interaction. Learners first succeed in performing
a new function with the assistance of another person and then internalize this function
so that they can perform it unassisted. Thus, learning is mediated through social
interaction in a process known as scaffolding (defined as the process by which one
speaker (an expert or a novice) assists another speaker (a novice) to perform a skill
that he/she is unable to perform independently). Learners can also reflect consciously
on the language they are producing in a way that makes it more comprehensible. This
is what researchers called metalinguistic talk, 'metatalk,' or 'languaging' (Swain, 2006,
2009, 2010). The SCT is an approach to learning and mental development that
illustrates mainly the idea of mediating human forms of mental activity and
internalization. Following is a description of these two forms.
2.5.3.1.1 Mediation and its Forms
Lantolf (2000) points out that “the central and distinguishing concept of
sociocultural theory is that higher forms of mental activity are mediated” (p. 80). The
higher forms of mental activity include, for example, memory, attention, and rational
thinking. He suggests that mediation in language learning and acquisition involves: (1)
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mediation by others through social interaction; (2) mediation by self through private
speech (i.e., the learner interacting with him/herself); and (3) mediation by artifacts
(for example, tasks and technology). Swain (2000) notes that learning a language
involves learning how to use language to mediate language learning. This is primarily
achieved by monologic or dialogic verbal interaction. Although both can mediate
learning, dialogic is seen as central. Dialogic interaction enables an expert (i.e.,
teacher) to create a context in which novices (i.e., learners) can participate actively in
learning and the role of expert is fine-tuning the support the novices are given. In
particular, dialogic discourse enables the expert to identify what the novice can or
cannot do without assistance. In contrast, monologic verbal interaction can take a
number of forms including imitation, vicarious response (i.e., responses that a
classroom learner produces to questions the teacher has addressed to another learner),
and mental rehearsal. Vygotsky's notion of imitation is key to understanding
internalization. Vygotsky’s imitation is not the mechanical activity it assumes in
behaviorist learning theories, but a creative, transformative activity in which learners
come to self-regulation through imitation. Nor is this something that the learner
achieves in isolation; imitation arises in and out of interaction with others.
Vygotsky (1978) explains the concept of mediation from the sociocultural
perspective, arguing that, just as humans act indirectly to the physical world using tools
and ‘labour activity,’ the same applies to our relationships with others and ourselves,
we use symbolic tools, or signs to mediate and regulate such relations. In addition to
that, Lantolf (2000) states that mediation must be sensitive to the learners’ zone of
proximal development (ZPD) in order to result in development. Again, this additional
mediation may come from someone else, artifacts (computer, dictionary, etc.), or from
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the self in the form of private speech. Adults, like children, employ private speech
according to the principle of continuous access to the knowing strategies they have
used previously. In difficult situations, adults are able to reactivate the earlier strategies
as a way of achieving self-regulation. The adult learner is able to utilize private speech
when he/she faces performing a new function. The main idea is that if learners can do
it now with assistance, they are frequently able to do it at a later point without
assistance. Lantolf (2000) puts that, according to Vygotsky, “this is because the
mediation is appropriated by the individuals and this then enhances their ability to
regulate their own behavior” (p. 80). According to Vygotsky, this is what development
is all about, i.e., appropriating behavior in order to get control over one’s mental
activity.
2.5.2.1.2 Zone of Proximal Development
The zone of proximal development (ZPD) is a concept for understanding and
assessing the performance of learners. It proposes that focusing on history of
development (what learners can do without assistance) is not enough for enhancing
learning; emphasizing what can be done with assistance or additional mediation is of
equal, if not greater, importance because it has been found to be the main determinant
of the future of development, as many experimental studies in the field have shown.
The metaphor of ZPD was evoked by Vygotsky to explain the difference between an
individual's actual and potential levels of development. The skills an individual has
already mastered constitute his or her actual level. The skills that an individual can
perform when assisted by another person constitute the potential level. Therefore,
learnt skills provide a basis for the performance of new skills. In order for the
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interaction to facilitate acquisition, it needs to assist the learners in constructing their
ZPDs.
Lantolf (2000) indicates that some SLA researchers simulate the concept of
ZPD with the well-known i + 1 concept proposed by Krashen (Krashen, 1982, 1985).
Guerra (1996) argues that Krashen’s i is equivalent to the actual developmental level
or what the child can do alone, whereas i + 1 implies what Vygotsky had in mind by
ZPD. However, Dunn and Lantolf (1998) argue that, for several reasons, this is very
problematic interpretation of the ZPD and mediation. One is that while language is the
focus in Krashen’s input hypotheses, how individuals are involved in learning and
development is the main emphasis in the ZPD concept. In other words, the input
hypothesis primarily focuses on the features of language, while the ZPD is concerned
with the features of learners learning the language, as well as the activities they
participate in.
2.5.3.2 Application and Research Findings
In the last 15 to 20 years, there has been an increasing interest in sociocultural
learning theory and its implications for research in classroom learning and teaching. It
has received a range of interpretations and applications, which reflects its vitality. SCT
has been implemented in a number of ways. One is TBLT and learner-centered
instruction (LCI). According to this perspective, the central focus is learners using the
language through tasks. Tasks are differentiated, sequenceable, problem-posing
activities that involve learners' cognitive and communicative procedures. In this view,
the classroom environment is learner-centered in which learners construct learning
opportunities in interactions either with the teacher or among themselves. Also,
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students are working in pairs and groups whereby they are willing to take risks and
scaffold each other's efforts. Moreover, pair and groupwork enriches student-student
interaction, collaborative learning, purposeful communication, and learner needs.
Examples of such tasks are dictogloss activities or joint reconstructing sentences,
information-gap activities, decision-making activities, and picture description
activities. Vygotsky claims that this perspective involves real communication which
entails authentic or genuine information exchange. According to this perspective, any
interaction involves two dimensions; the goal (i.e., the overall purpose of interaction)
and the address (i.e., who talks to whom). The teacher controls the activity but not the
topic, as in small groupwork where the procedural rules are specified but the students
are free to choose what to talk about. It views language learning as a holistic approach.
SCT emphasizes the social and cultural nature of learning while also recognizing that
language is a mental phenomenon. Ellis (2008) proposes a number of theoretical
reasons why learner initiation assists acquisition. He maintains that this perspective
ensures the learner's interest in the activity which helps the teacher to identify what
speech sounds lie within the learner's zone of proximal development, thus providing a
basis for determining the kind of scaffolding needed to assist the learner to use and
subsequently internalize more complex language. In addition, learners' interpretation
of and approach to a certain task determine the performance of the task because they
perform it according to their socio-history and locally determined goals.
2.6 TBLT and Focus on Form (FonF)
A number of rationales and considerations have been identified for FonF or
form focused instruction (FFI) (for a definition of FonF, see below). Reviewing past
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literature, Doughty and Williams (1998) report that a motivation for FonF are the
findings of immersion and naturalistic acquisition studies. These studies show that
meaning-focused classrooms produce learners with limited linguistic features that do
not ultimately develop to native-like levels (Harley, 1992; Harley & Swain, 1984;
Vignola & Wesche, 1991). To overcome the limitation, studies of meaning negotiation
strongly emphasize the effect of FonF on the development of interlanguage system
from effectively communicative to target-like ability (Doughty, 1991; Pica, 1994). In
support of this, Pica (1994) discusses the nature of input modification (meaning
negotiation) during interaction based on Long’s (1980) and Krashen’s (1985) work.
She states that meaning negotiation is as important as comprehension in SLA in which,
according to their findings, it helps learners unconsciously comprehend L2 meanings
which, in turn, lead to a focus on, and eventually acquisition of, L2 forms. Further,
studies show that during negotiation, learners’ attention can be drawn to the meaning
of the message and its form. Repetition, segmentation, and rewarding of the message
during negotiation are all opportunities for learners to process the message and access
its meaning. Pica (1994) puts that “[N]egotiation data seem to suggest… that learners'
comprehension of meaning can be the result of their access to L2 form rather than its
precursor” (p. 508). This shows the crucial role of meaning negotiation in the learning
context in which it indirectly draws learners’ attention to the forms through
communication. In support of this, studies (Ellis, Baturkmen, & Loewen, 2002;
Schmidt, 1990) have shown that FonF is more effective compared to other teaching
and learning instruction strategies.
There are three major approaches for teaching the target language identified by
Long (1991, 1996, 2011, 2015). These include focus on forms (FonFs), focus on
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meaning (FonM), and focus on form (FonF). The three approaches are inspired by
various language learning theories, mainly behaviorist, mentalist, and constructivist,
respectively, that have been proposed as a result of developments in the fields of
psychology and linguistics. A distinguished feature between FonFs and FonF is that in
the former, the language is broken down into discrete elements (e.g., words, grammar,
notions, functions), which are taught item by item in a linear and additive way.
Therefore, it involves a linear syllabus and instructional materials designed to present
a series of linguistic items. In this type of instruction, the learners’ primary focus is
directed to form without excluding meaning. Further, FonFs involves teaching
grammatical points and vocabulary before they are encountered in texts or tasks. In
contrast, in FonF (Long, 1991; Long & Crookes, 1992) the primary focus is on
meaning (i.e., on message processing) rather than on language structure. FonF is
described by Ellis (2001, 2018) as the technique of attracting or in some cases directing
learners’ attention occasionally from meaning to a linguistic form and form-meaning
connections by an interlocutor during the unit. This shift can be triggered by perceived
problems with either comprehension or production, and it can be initiated by either the
teacher or students. The shift is a response to what the learner has just said, just written,
or just failed to decode appropriately when listening or reading.
As it can be seen from the above, FonFs and FonM present serious problems
for language acquisition and language learning. Unlike these approaches, FonF has the
advantages of FonM approaches but avoids their limitations and shortcomings. FonF
is attributed mainly to Michael Long (1988, 1991). Long (1991) defines the notion of
FonF as one which “overtly draws students’ attention to linguistic elements as they
arise incidentally in lessons whose overriding focus is on meaning or communication”

56
(pp. 45-46). Additionally, Long and Robinson (1998) give a more practical definition
of FonF as “often consists of an occasional shift of attention to linguistic code features
– by the teacher and/or one or more students – triggered by perceived problems with
comprehension or production” (p. 23). With respect to TBLT in particular, Long
(2015) considers FonF as a principal mechanism and defines it as follows:
Focus on form involves reactive use of a wide variety of pedagogic
procedures (PPs) to draw learners’ attention to linguistic problems
in context, as they arise during communication (in TBLT, typically
as students work on problem-solving tasks), thereby increasing the
likelihood that attention to code features will be synchronized with
the learner’s internal syllabus, developmental stage and processing
ability. Focus on form capitalizes on a symbiotic relationship
between explicit and implicit learning, instruction and knowledge (p.
27).
The above definitions show that learners’ FonF is brought to their attention as
necessitated by a communicative demand. Long (2015) mentions that the brief switch
from meaning to form is usually, but not alwayss, triggered by a communicative
problem, receptive or productive, in which it may be a missing vocabulary item, a
problematic verb ending, etc. Such a brief attentional switch lasts for few seconds and
occurs without any external intervention, e.g., from the teacher or the textbook. The
attentional switch can be either self-initiated or initiated by others. A case of the former
is when the learner faces a communicative difficulty while learning which generates a
temporary new attentional focus that leads to an effortful retrieval of the missing item
from long-term memory. In such case, the learner becomes aware of the form
concerned but without abstract knowledge of the form-meaning association. Triggers
for FonF in addition to the communicative difficulty can be the repeating of a learner’s
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utterance perfectly and correctly by the teacher or interlocutor. In this case the
attentional switch is other-initiated.
2.6.1 Rationale, Rise, Connections with TBLT
In support of the above-mentioned claim, Long and Robinson (1998) state that
the problems learners encounter which are concerned with their comprehension and
production during their interactions, trigger their attention to be shifted to form. Long
and Ross (1993) acknowledge that meaning negotiation that occurs during tasks
increases the comprehensibility of the input and allows learners to access unknown L2
vocabulary and grammatical forms. Additionally, negotiation elicits negative
feedback, including recasting of utterances, for instance, that inhibits learners from
grasping the intended meaning. This allows learners to notice the difference between
their current level of competence and the level of input they comprehend.
Another reason that led to the rise of FonF is the need for a pedagogical
intervention in a form of communicative activities cited by Doughty (2002) in order
to bring learners’ attention to aspects of language that they need to notice but, for
whatever reason, they do not. Besides, studies show that FonF speeds up natural
acquisition processes. Ellis (1994) argues that learning L2 through experiencing its use
is insufficient; a focus on its linguistic forms is needed. In light of this, Lightbown and
Spada (1993) point out that students in programs that lack form-focused instruction
continue to have difficulty with the basic structures of the language. They state that
second language learning can be more highly promoted through form-focused
instruction programs than through programs that support a focus on accuracy or
fluency alone. Results from several studies show that TBLT's focus on form approach
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contributes highly to enhancing students’ performance by developing the students’
abilities to use the TL effectively. FonF is promoted in most of the studies reviewed
below through processes of recasting and negotiating of meaning (Abdulmanafi, 2012;
Chan, 2012; Foster & Skehan, 1996; Skehan & Foster, 1997; Moore, 2012; Park, 2010;
Li, 2010).
2.6.2 Types of Focus on Form (FonF)
Ellis, Basturkmen, and Loewen (2002) indicate that FonF can be classified into
planned and unplanned (incidental). They differ in the way the linguistic features are
emphasized, the tasks used, and the type of attention involved. In planned FonF,
learners’ attention is directed to a predetermined or a preselected linguistic feature
expected to cause problems to learners in a meaning-oriented activity. In comparison,
in the incidental FonF, learners’ attention is driven to whatever problematic forms arise
during a communicative activity in which the main focus is on meaning. Therefore, in
the incidental FonF, the linguistic forms are not selected in advance, instead they arise
naturally in the performance of a communicative task. In addition, the planned FonF
uses a ‘focused task’ to provide a context for its use, whereas the incidental FonF uses
unfocused tasks. Further, in the planned FonF, an intensive attention to the selected
linguistic features is applied (i.e., attention is directed repeatedly at the same feature
over a period of time), whereas in the incidental FonF, an extensive attention to form
is usually applied (i.e., it is directed at a variety of different linguistic features, mostly
with no repetition). Moreover, the incidental FonF involves two types of instruction:
pre-emptive and reactive. Nassaji and Fotos (2011) indicate that the former requires
dedicating some time in the communicative tasks to explain language forms that are
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expected to cause learning problems. The latter, reactive instruction, is about the
teacher’s response to student errors.
Similarly, Doughty and Williams (1998) distinguish the activities involved in
FonF in terms of the extent to which FonF interrupts the flow of information, be it
unobtrusive or obtrusive. The former, unobtrusive, is formed by the input flood and
task-essential language, whereas the latter, obtrusive, is constituted by consciousness
raising and input processing. Another aspect that these types of form differ in is the
type of attention involved, reactive or proactive. Tasks that involve FonF will require
the use of reactive techniques that bring out attention to form. In contrast,
consciousness-raising activities are proactive because they emphasize features that
learners are explicitly made aware of.
2.7 Summary and Conclusion
In this chapter, I illustrated the rise of TBLT in the field of L2 learning and
teaching, its premises, foundations and the main language teaching projects that
contributed to its rise and prominence (e.g., Prabhu's project and US government
language institutions). I also reviewed the various definitions of the construct of ‘task’,
and how approaching the study of task from different theoretical perspectives
contributes to understanding TBLT. The three reported perspectives in this chapter
were the discourse/interaction perspective, the cognitive perspective, and the
sociocultural perspective. The interaction perspective proposes that with more
opportunities for negotiation, the greater the likelihood of acquisition. Namely, it
suggests that acquisition is promoted by: (1) the comprehensible input resulting from
segmentation and decomposition of input; (2) the feedback that learners receive; and
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(3) the reformulation of learners’ output. The cognitive perspective explains how
TBLT enhances language learning by focusing on the three aspects of learner’s
performance: fluency, accuracy, and complexity. The sociocultural perspective posits
that learning occurs as a result of the interaction that learners are engaged in.
In addition, I discussed TBLT and FonF from the perspective of sociocultural
learning theory. TBLT is one of the methods effectively used in the FonF approach. It
involves authentic use of the target language through various types of tasks that aim to
promote fluency, accuracy, and complexity. It emphasizes both L2 form and meaning
and involves students in situations that require them to use the language used in reallife settings. Learners within this teaching paradigm are aware of meaning and use of
language features before the form is brought to their attention. SCT explains how
human mental activity is mediated. Mediation develops through internalization that
results from socially constructed activities, instruction, development, and assessment,
and how this ultimately results in learning.
As can be seen, TBLT is now well established and many language teachers
around the world are moving towards TBLT in which learners compete for both
meaning and structure in order to develop their L2 to communicate effectively and
successfully. There is also now a worldwide interest in implementing and
understanding TBLT based on SCT in language classrooms as an alternative
methodology for traditional methods of teaching. Accordingly, the following two
chapters will be devoted to reviewing the applications of TBLT and FonF in
international and regional (Gulf Region) contexts, respectively, in order to provide
context for the current study.
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Chapter 3: Applications of Task-based Language Teaching and Focus on
Form
3.1 Introduction
This chapter describes and reviews international and regional studies that have
focused primarily on the application of TBLT. The aim is to examine how FonF is
considered in research conducted in this context. As illustrated above (Chapter 2,
section 2.6), FonF has been one of the major distinguishing characteristics of the TBLT
approach because, unlike previous approaches to L2 learning and teaching (which have
typically either focused on form at the expense of content, or vice versa), it enables
learners to focus on the linguistic forms and structures in a communicatively and
content-oriented setting. No wonder, then, that TBLT has been widely researched in
the last 10 to 15 years through the concept of FonF. This chapter will therefore be
devoted to reviewing research into the construct of FonF in an intact classroom
environment, either as a major or minor variable, in TBLT contexts. I will look at how
TBLT and FonF together are being researched and implemented in various
international and regional settings by reviewing some of the major studies in different
contexts. For each study, I will summarize its goal or focus, methodology, and main
findings. Then, I will make an overall summary and evaluation of the studies
conducted internationally and regionally. Finally, the chapter will conclude with the
research questions that will guide the current study.
3.2 Previous Studies on TBLT and FonF in International Settings
Ellis, Basturkmen, and Loewen (2001) investigated the nature of FonF in
communicative ESL classrooms. Ellis et al. examined learner uptake in incidental and
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transitory focus on form episodes by exploring the features of FonF that influence
learner uptake, as well as the success of uptake. Two school classes in Auckland, New
Zealand, each consisting of 12 students of different nationalities taught by two
different teachers, were involved in the study. One class was of intermediate level and
the other of pre-intermediate level. The instruction was structured in two different parts
divided by a break: (1) in the first, the students were taught traditionally focusing
mainly on forms; and (2) in the second, they were taught communicatively, and this
was the part where the episodes of FonF were examined. The interaction between the
teacher and the students and between the students themselves were recorded and
transcribed. The researchers identified focus on form episodes (FFEs) and coded them
from different perspectives. First, FFEs were classified based on the type as responding
to language-related episodes (LREs), student-initiated LREs, or teacher-initiated
LREs. Second, they were also coded based on four characteristics: (1) source (i.e.,
communicational or linguistic problem); (2) complexity (i.e., simple involving a single
change or complex involving several changes); (4) directness (i.e., direct and resolved
explicitly by prompts or indirectly requiring recast, request for clarification, repeat,
and elicit solution); and (5) linguistic focus (i.e., grammar, vocabulary, spelling,
discourse, and pronunciation). Another issue considered in the study was uptake (i.e.,
when the student notices a gap in his/her proficiency and repairs the linguistic problem
or demonstrates an understanding of an item). The uptake moves were identified and
coded. Different types of FFEs involved different types of uptake moves. For example,
the responding FFEs involved acknowledge, repair and need for repair uptake, whereas
the student– and teacher-initiated FFEs involved recognize, apply, and need for
application.
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Ellis et al. found that the overall amount of uptake was generally high and
successful, with a total of 448 FFEs in 12 hours of communicative teaching. Further,
in terms of the amount of uptake in the three types of FFEs, results showed that the
uptake in reactive FFEs and in student-initiated FFEs was higher and more successful
than in teacher-initiated FFEs. Further, the results showed that the amount of uptake
was influenced by two factors: (1) negotiation of meaning or form; and (2) the
complexity of an episode. The study also found that FonF can occur without disturbing
the flow of communication in the class, and that the context of the classroom influences
the amount of uptake.
Park (2010) examined the effects of pre-task instructions and planning on focus
on form, lexical or grammatical language-related episodes (LREs) during task-based
interaction. Six classes comprising110 Korean EFL intermediate undergraduate
learners (80 women and 30 men) studying an English conversation course at a South
Korean university were engaged in the study. Each class was divided into two groups
and were asked to complete two oral picture narrative tasks over two weeks, the period
of the study, under four conditions: specific instruction with pre-task planning; specific
instruction without pre-task planning; general instruction with planning; and general
instruction without planning. The general instruction involved general description of
the task, whereas the specific instruction had specific description of certain things in
the task (i.e., content, organization, vocabulary, or grammar). Further, the planning
time was 10 minutes before the task interaction but the non-planners had no planning
time before the task. Students were assigned to one of the four conditions randomly.
The syntactic focus was defined by learners' talk about lexis and the morphosyntactic
focus was defined by learners’ discussion about syntax or morphology while they were
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doing the task. The two tasks were based on six picture strips. Students were asked to
work in pairs and tell the story out loud without writing as if the other students had not
seen the pictures. Their interaction while performing the retelling interaction task was
audio-recorded. After they finished, they were asked to complete a survey.
The researcher classified LREs based on the targeted linguistic form as either
lexis or morphosyntax, following William (1999). Lexical LREs consisted of learners’
talk about definition, word form, (oral) spelling, pronunciation, preposition choice,
idiomatic/formulaic, or how to express meaning (i.e., ‘how do you say this?’). The
morphosyntactic LREs included any focus on morphology or syntax (i.e., word order,
agreement, article, tense choice, or omission of verbs). Students’ recorded interaction
was transcribed and coded. In the analysis stage, a number of tests and measures were
used to ensure the normality and homogeneity of the data. Results showed that learners
focused on vocabulary regardless of the pre-task instruction types and planning
availability. Learners produced the same number and kinds of LREs no matter how or
if they had the chance to plan or not. Further, in terms of the main effects of instruction
types, learners in both the general and specific instruction groups produced more
lexical than morphosyntactic LREs. Similarly, for the main effects of planning, the
planners and non-planners produced significantly more lexical than morphosyntactic
LREs. Finally, with regard to the interactional effect between the pre-task instruction
and planning, the results showed that, in terms of the lexical LREs, the general nonplanners produced the highest lexical LREs, followed by the general planners, then the
specific non-planners, and finally the specific planners. However, regarding the
morphosyntactic LREs, the specific non-planners were the highest, followed by the
specific planners, then the general planners, and finally, the general non-planners.
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Accordingly, although learners produced more lexical LREs regardless of the
instruction type and planning availability, those in the specific instruction groups
produced more morphosyntactic LREs.
Li (2010) researched the effects that result from post-task transcribing activities
and task practice on the oral performance of Chinese undergraduate students learning
English as a foreign language. Ninety-six participants (41 females, 55 males) were
divided randomly into five experimental groups and one control group (without posttask) were involved in the study for four weeks. The experimental groups were
assigned four different post-task activities of two types: a narrative task, and a
decision-making task. Each week they performed a task, either a narrative or decisionmaking, and then post-task transcribing. The post-task transcribing was performed
individually or in pairs. The control group did not receive any post-task activities.
Before the study, all participants underwent an English proficiency test to determine
their proficiency. Students were met five times a week. While the first time in the week
was devoted to the orientation of the task procedure and the basic transcribing skills,
the other four occasions were devoted to the main study procedure. In order to see the
long-term effect of the post-task activities and task practice on learners’ performance,
the researcher adopted two narrative tasks and two decision-making tasks to test the
real performance, and one of each type for task training in the orientation period. In
the narrative task, students were asked to retell a story after watching a Tom and Jerry
cartoon video. A number of retelling strategies were used in terms of story
comprehension, discourse organization, and selection of the language. After that, the
researcher introduced a sample narrative task. Finally, the students were given two
minutes to plan and then describe the story to the recorder. In contrast, in the decision-
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making task, the participants were given a problem letter about a boy who was
excellent at both physics and badminton. The students were given two minutes to plan
for the best advice for the boy’s future with their performance again being recorded.
Students were asked to transcribe their own performance recordings. The different
groups were given different post-task transcribing activities. After that, students were
asked to revise their transcripts in two ways: (1) to correct any mistakes in the original
transcripts related to spelling, lexical errors, morphological and grammatical errors,
collocation problems and content misunderstandings; and (2) modifying the transcripts
by adding something that should be said or replacing expressions with better opinions.
Students were not allowed to use dictionaries or other references.
Student performance was measured on four dimensions: complexity, accuracy,
fluency, and lexical performance. For each construct, a number of measures were used.
For example, accuracy was measured by the percentage of error-free clauses and the
errors per 100 words, and complexity was measured by the number of clauses per
analysis of speech unit (AS-unit). In terms of accuracy, results showed that post-task
transcription had a positive effect on accuracy on both task types. Further, in respect
of the syntactic complexity and lexical sophistication, a limited effect of post-task
transcribing was found on the narrative task. However, in the decision-making task, a
supportive role of post-task transcribing activities was found for complexity.
Similarly, students’ performance in the decision-making task, in terms of the lexical
sophistication, was higher than that for the narrative task and the control group.
Further, in terms of fluency and lexical diversity, there was no significant post-task
effect on students’ performance of both task types. The researcher indicated that
finding no effect on fluency was not surprising because fluency as a measure of
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meaning processing was not a major concern in FonF research. Additionally, the tradeoff between meaning (fluency) and form (accuracy and complexity) makes it
reasonable that FonF activity had no effect on the meaning part of task performance.
Viewed from another perspective, in regard to the effects of task practice and task type
on learners’ performance, the control group was engaged in a number of task practices
but no significant improvement was noted in terms of the syntactic aspects of task
performance. In contrast, the treatment groups that received task practice and post-task
practice showed an improvement on lexical performance and lexical sophistication in
which learners used a variety of different and infrequent words at both tasks. Finally,
task type had an effect in this study in that the decision-making task promoted more
accurate and fluent language than the narrative task. However, in terms of complexity,
while participants in the decision-making task produced more clauses but shorter ones,
they produced longer but simple sentences in the narrative task.
Uysal (2010) investigated the effectiveness of two types of reconstruction
tasks: dictogloss and text reconstruction tasks on directing students’ attention to form
within a TBLT-based context2. Both tasks were shown by previous literature to be
2

Dictogloss and text reconstruction tasks are two types of reconstruction tasks. The dictogloss task
requires learners to reconstruct a text after they have listened to it from the teacher (Thornbury,
1997). It is a new form of dictation developed first by Wajnryb in order to draw students’ attention
to form (1990). Wajnryb (1990) defines dictogloss task as “a contemporary approach to learning
grammar in which language forms, structures, and patterns, are treated from the perspective of their
particular contextual meaning” (p. 13). The task leads to a better understanding of how grammar
works in a text-based task. It allows the students to use their productive grammar to create the text
and identify what they are unable to do in language that triggers internalization process in language
learning. It is differentiated from the standard dictation where the students write exactly what the
teacher says. Similar to the dictogloss task, text reconstruction task aims to direct students’
attention to form but they differ in the nature of the stimulus given to the students. It is audio in the
dictogloss task whereby the student reconstruct the text they listened to using their notes. In
contrast, it is written in nature in dictation whereby the student reconstructs the text given a
coherent text containing content words with most of the grammatical features are removed (Storch,
2008).
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effective in making the students focus on form while maintaining text-meaning
connections. The study aimed to explore which task provides the students with more
opportunities to notice the problematic aspects of their interlanguage. To do so, the
researcher focused on three issues: (1) the amount of attention to form the two tasks
generate based on the number of language-related episodes (LREs); (2) the type of
LREs that the students focus on while performing each grammar-based episodes,
meaning-based episodes, or orthographic episodes; and (3) the interactivity of both
tasks based on episodes generated on both, interactive or non-interactive.
The study was conducted on Turkish EFL learners who were taught following
a traditional model of teaching (i.e., PPP) with limited opportunities for output (writing
or speaking) during the lessons. Consequently, the students did not have the chance to
notice the areas of their weaknesses that ultimately aim to promote a development in
their interlanguage. After a training that lasted for two weeks, 10 pairs of Turkish EFL
learners in 12th grade were asked to complete one of the two tasks. Their performance
was audio recorded and analyzed as LREs.
In a different mode of application, Abdolmanafi (2012) investigated the effects
of three different types of L2 instruction (i.e., FonFs, FonM, and FonF) on the learning
of English relative clauses (RCs). Relative clauses are clauses that start with relative
pronouns (e.g., who, whom, that, which, whose, where) that define or identify the noun
that precedes them. He also explored whether learners’ metalinguistic awareness of
specific L2 forms, RCs, facilitates acquisition. The researcher conducted his study at
Sari Azad University in Iran on 88 Persian learners of English. Participants were
divided randomly into three groups receiving different forms of instruction. An
experimental design was used in this study and the researcher was the instructor for
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the three groups and all sessions. The participants had three types of tests: one
proficiency test a day before the pre-test, one pre-test a day before the instruction, and
one post-test a day after the instruction. The proficiency test was carried out to ensure
the homogeneity of the control and experimental groups. All participants were
provided with presentation of the target form for four days before the pre-test. Then
they were pre-tested. The pre-test involved two types of elicitation tasks of a sentences
combining test (SCT) and a grammaticality judgment test (GJT) to measure the
accuracy of the target form. The SCT included 20 sets of two sentences that could be
combined into one sentence by using any type of RC. However, the GJT consisted of
24 sentences, of which 12 were ungrammatical; the students had to identify them to
reveal what was lacking in their interlanguage. The pre-test was followed by four
treatment sessions in which each group was taught following a different type of
instruction, FonFs, FonM, and FonF. After that, a post-test consisting of the same tests
was conducted to examine the progress the students made during the treatment
sessions. Findings showed improvement in all three groups with the FonF group
making the most improvement, followed by FonFs, and then the FonM for both the
SCT and the GJT. Results also showed that learners’ attention to detailed analysis of
form structures facilitated the comprehension and production of RCs, which speaks to
the importance of the type of instruction in the acquisition of the target form.
Chan (2012) examined how TBLT could be enacted in primary ESL
classrooms in Hong Kong, focusing mainly on the qualitative differences that may
result from novice teachers’ management of the linguistic, cognitive, and interactional
demands of tasks. The study examined how teachers manage the three types of task
demands (linguistic, cognitive, and interactional) with reference to the way teachers
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differ in the design and implementation of the tasks. Understanding the demands of
the task was important for teachers in order to design tasks that suit learners’ skills and
needs. The three types of demands were interrelated and implicit in a way which made
it difficult for teachers to address and make choices.
The researcher indicated that the demands could be adjusted by increasing or
decreasing one type over another in the task. She adopted her own analytical
framework on task demand to examine how these demands were managed by teachers
at pre–, while–, and post-task stages and how teachers organize the tasks in the way
that serves as scaffolding in the task implementation. The researcher managed the
linguistic complexity by either the nature of input (i.e., the provision of visual support,
context dependency, familiarity of information, frequency of occurrence, and
recycling) or nature of expected outcome (i.e., medium, scope, and complexity). The
cognitive complexity was managed by either establishing familiarity of topic,
discourse, or by genre and type of the task. This was done by activating background
knowledge, providing foregrounding, or grading the new knowledge from simple to
complex, from concrete to abstract, and so on. Another way of managing the cognitive
demand was by creating conditions for noticing and restructuring. Noticing was
activated by the use of a set of strategies, such as guessing from context, studying the
word parts, making predictions, and forming associations. Restructuring took place
when learners were involved in the use of TL in different contexts. In contrast, the
interactional demand was managed by either the communicative stress or task
characteristics. While the former contained interactional relationship (i.e., one-way or
two-way) and interactional requirement (i.e., required v. optional), the latter covered
goal orientation, convergent v. divergent and outcome options (i.e., closed v. open).
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Chan (2012) used a multiple-case study approach. Four teachers were involved
in the study covering 20 lessons on the same topic, 'Weather.' Five lessons for each
teacher were observed and videotaped. She based her data-collection framework on
Skehan (1998) but with modifications and extensions from other work in the literature
(Candlin, 1987; Nunan, 1989; Willis, 1996; Ellis, 2003). Chan collected data using
three methods: (1) lesson observations of classroom teaching with the lessons being
recorded; (2) semi-structured interviews with teachers; and (3) documentations (i.e.,
lesson plans, teaching materials, and students’ work). She used four tasks throughout
the study. The first task asked the students to work in pairs and write rhymes about
weather change and clothes worn in each season and illustrate that by drawing pictures.
The second one asked the students to work individually and make the booklet. The
third one, asked the students to write a new ending for a story by suggesting ways of
keeping warm. Lastly, the fourth one asked the students to write a four-line poem about
their favorite poem, similar to the one in the textbook.
Data was analyzed as follows: classroom observations with field notes and
classroom discourse data were video-recorded and transcribed. The interviews with
teachers were held before and after the unit taught. Stimulated recall in which teachers
during the interviews were asked to comment on what was happening at the time that
the teaching and learning took place by looking at their lesson plans and transcriptions,
and students’ work. Although the textbooks used were task-based, teachers adapted
some materials to suit the abilities and needs of their learners. The curriculum officially
recommended the notion of TBLT and teachers were expected to design activities that
led to the development of both communicative and linguistic competence.
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Chan (2012) found that teachers differed in enacting TBLT in their classes
along six dimensions:
•! Strategic use of visual support to manage task demands
•! Contextualizing input to make connections between new and old knowledge
•! Simultaneous attention to task demands for progression in complexity
•! Provision of scaffolding through task sequencing and adjustment of task
variables
•! Creating conditions for noticing form and salient features, and
•! Creating conditions for restructuring to occur.
Moore (2012) investigated the incidence and effectiveness of learner-generated
FonF in task-based learner-learner interaction in an EFL classroom in Japan. His three
research questions were:
•! To what extent do learners focus on form?
•! What links are there between LREs in interaction and subsequent individual
task performance? and
•! To what extent, if any, contextual socio-cognitive features (i.e.,
intersubjectivity, pedagogic roles, and task control) of interaction influence the
amount and effectiveness of FonF?
Four undergraduate, second-year students in a humanities college taking an
oral presentation course with their partners were involved in the study. The total
number of participants was eight (six males and two females). They were all of an
intermediate proficiency level and aged 19 to 33. The class was offered once a week
for 25 weeks over two semesters for 1.5 hours a week.
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The researcher used small analogue tape recorders and video recorders, and
transcribed interactions to collect data. Two oral presentation tasks separated by seven
months were conducted. In the first, students were involved in a 10-minute
biographical presentation. In the second presentation, students were involved in a 10
to 15-minute presentation on a topic of their choice that ranged from history of boxing
to fast food. Data were collected for interaction, performance, and reflection from both
presentations through three stages: (1) interaction data was collected from the
classroom using small tape recorders; (2) each dyad practiced their oral presentation
in front of one or two other dyads and the presentations were audio and video recorded;
and (3) directly after recording their second presentation, learners listened to their
recordings to identify errors in grammar, lexis and pronunciation.
To measure the effect of context, Moore conducted a microanalysis of one
learner’s interaction with partners of similar proficiency on two similar tasks,
separated by seven months. Further, he highlighted the individual and dialogically
negotiated features. The qualitative analysis drew on previous analysis of
intersubjectivity, pedagogic roles, and task control. The intersubjectivity items
included repetitions, requests, collaborative completions, phatic utterances (‘um’, ‘ah’,
etc.), acknowledgment agreement, and the use of third person pronoun in the
transcribed interaction. The researcher did some written self-evaluations to explore
learners’ experiences towards task-based interaction with their partners and peers, as
well as their awareness of their own language performance.
Data were analyzed statistically by categorizing and coding the descriptive
data, and qualitatively by transcribing the interaction and reflecting on the observed
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data. The descriptive analysis consisted of counts of LREs in interaction, counts of
LRE forms used in oral presentation tasks and whether they were target-like or nontarget like, and supporting contextual data related to share of talk in interaction and the
use of L1. The qualitative analyses covered the interaction data (22 transcripts in total),
with mainly the emergent focus of learners classified as procedural (e.g., talk about
how to complete the task), content creation (talk about content matter that will
comprise the oral presentation), and off task (talk unrelated to the task at hand). The
findings from the quantitative analysis revealed little focus on form in interaction and
much variability across dyads in terms of the number and focus of the LREs they were
engaged in. However, the qualitative analysis revealed that the effectiveness of FonF
in improving task performance was influenced by various factors, including learners’
shared background (including L1 use), individual differences in terms of engagement
in LREs, learners’ perceptions of each other’s language proficiency, and other
interpersonally negotiated features of the interaction.
Finally, Braaksma, Rijlaarsdam, Guchte, and Bimmel (2015) did a study on the
effects of recasts and prompts on learning two different grammatical structures in a
TBLT-based context. Sixty-four 14-year-old 9th grade students of a low-tointermediate level who were learning German as a foreign language were randomly
assigned to three groups taught by three different teachers: an experimental group
receiving recast (n=20), an experimental group receiving prompts (n=21), and a
control group following the form-focused regular curriculum (n=23). Two new
German grammar structures that differ in difficulty and relatedness to the L1 (Dutch
language) were targeted in the study: dative case after a preposition of place and
comparatives. The researchers examined four main issues: the positive effect of recasts
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and prompts on the accuracy of new grammar structures, the effective type of
corrective feedback, type of the structure and the effectiveness of the corrective
feedback technique, and whether there was a negative effect of students’ focus on
accuracy or their oral fluency. To observe the effect of corrective feedback on
facilitating learning, the researchers chose structures unfamiliar to the students. They
also chose one complex structure, the dative case after a preposition of place, and
another simple, comparatives, to examine the interaction of prompts and recasts with
a complex and a simple structure that also differ in their relatedness to L1. The prompt
was given by the teacher in two ways: (1) provision of metalinguistic feedback on the
student’s false utterance; and (2) elicitation of the correct answer. The recast was given
by the teacher by reformulating the student’s false utterance without the error.
Two tasks, each focusing on a particular grammatical structure, were
considered for the treatment groups, and each lasted three weeks. In task one, the
students worked in pairs to design a room of their dreams following the TBLT
framework (per–, main–, and post-task phases). While in the pre-task the students were
introduced to the vocabulary they would need in the task. In the task phase they were
asked to describe the room and draw it on paper. In the post-task, they were asked to
present their description. Task two required the students to compare two products and,
as with task one, following TBLT framework, students first chose the vocabulary, did
the comparison, and presented it orally. During the pre– and main-task phases, teachers
provided the students with one or two feedback moments per lesson. Students’
presentation on both tasks were evaluated by using a scale ranging from 1 to 10 (low
to high).
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Three tests were carried out throughout the study, a pre-test, an immediate posttest, and a delayed post-test. All included written and oral accuracy, as well as oral
fluency. The immediate and delayed post-tests examined the effect of the two
variables, the target structure and feedback type. During the examining period, the
experimental groups worked for one hour a week on the treatment tasks and in the
remaining time they either read a book or practiced listening skills but without any
grammar instruction or feedback. In contrast, the control group worked for one hour
in their textbook doing written exercises on the two target structures and in the other
hour they did reading and listening activities. All were observed. The observations
revealed that no difference in treatment except with regard to the feedback type.
Additionally, the means of the number of feedback moments per student revealed that
students received more feedback on the dative form than on the comparative form
because they had more errors there.
After performing statistical comparisons of both written and oral post-tests, the
researchers found that recast and prompts were effective, compared to the control
group, and with the students who received prompts outperforming those of recast
treatment. These findings confirmed earlier research on the effects of recasts compared
to prompts on the type and relatedness of the structure. For written accuracy, recasts
had a larger effect for comparatives than dative, compared to prompts. However, for
oral fluency, recasts were more effective for the dative task than for the comparative.
The investigators concluded that prompts can work effectively for both complex and
simple structures. Further, the more the structure related to L1, the easier the students
noticed the recasts in which they could easily compare the target-like structure with
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their false utterance and thereby promote acquisition. Finally, the attention to accuracy
came at the expense of fluency in complex structures.
3.3 Previous Studies on TBLT and FonF in the Gulf Region
Sheehan (2005) used concordance analysis tasks within a TBLT framework to
replace teacher’s explanations of problematic language related to learners’ questions
about meaning, collocation, appropriacy or structural patterns of certain language
forms (e.g., pay v. cost, the meaning of 'just,' meaning of 'due to') with a learner-teacher
investigation of concordance samples of real language. The aim was to see to what
extent samples of real language could answer both the teacher’s and learners’
questions. The methodology used was ‘a discovery-type process’ and the students were
intermediate-level students studying business at the Higher Colleges of Technology
(HCT) in the UAE. The researcher used the Collins Cobuild Concordance Sampler
(COBUILD, 2000), a computer-based corpus, as a source for his data. This corpus
provided banks of stored language where learners searched and discovered the
regularities in the language they were studying. When this corpus was organized into
a systematic format, it provided concordance lines that formed the source of material
for the task-based framework where learners explored and induced meanings.
Sheehan used J. Willis’s (1996) task-based learning (TBL) framework for
structuring, planning the research, and reporting the findings. Accordingly, students
performed a variety of communicative tasks to transfer from one stage to another in
the framework. The TBL framework consists of three stages: pre-task, task cycle, and
the report cycle. In the first stage, learners were exposed to a number of collocations,
words, and phrases that occurred in the concordances which they wanted to explore.
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First, the teacher discussed the specific language problem with the students. Then, he
showed them a sample concordance for that word or phrase, either by listening to a
recording of peers (usually more advanced learners) discussing the same concordance
or asking the students questions to grasp their attention to certain aspects of the precise
meaning or form of a linguistic item. In the task cycle phase, the researcher asked the
students to work in groups. He gave them different samples of concordance lines to
work out and required them to compare their findings after they have finished (on the
first occasion the sample was the same for all groups). He exchanged the group
members to allow building a bigger picture of the sample in each group. Learners in
their new groups prepared a report on what they found out about the word and
presented the report to the class. In the last stage, based on the presentations, the
students asked questions if they noticed any differences between what was presented
and their findings. Finally, all of the groups reached a consensus and wrote a summary
report of the discovery procedure for future students to use. The teacher also evaluated
selected language items to focus on, based on his observation during the reporting
stage.
The teacher and the students worked collaboratively using a Collins Cobuild
Concordance Sampler. Sheehan argued that the rationale behind his methodology of
the participants co-investigating with him was to avoid the fleeting impression of the
ready-made answers. Another reason was engaging the students actively in the process
of research to increase their focus and attention, as he noticed, as well as providing
them with a rich language learning experience. Sheehan explored terms such as due
to, pay v. cost, do v. make, etc. Later, some phrasal verbs such as look for, look after,
and look were also investigated. The researcher explored collocations such as hush-
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hush, both as a noun and adjective, and lastly he sought to find the difference between
written and spoken language. However, the main focus was directed to the ‘due +
preposition’ form.
The researcher found that the term ‘due to’ occurred in 25 of 40 instances and
it could be used to label either cause (e.g., due to the effect of global warming) or time
(e.g., he had been due to fly). Besides, the researcher noticed that ‘due’ may be
separated from the preposition ‘to’. Accordingly, he and his students searched and
listed limited phrases that can be internalized between ‘due’ and ‘to’ (e.g., 'in the main,'
'up to the point,' etc.). Sheehan also suggested that some phrases should be classified
as fixed expressions (e.g., 'to give him his due'). Results also showed that ‘due at’
referred to place or time. However, ‘due for’ must be followed by a noun or noun
phrase. The researcher extended students’ focus from meaning to form. For instance,
they found that ‘due to’ occurred with active verbs 10 out of 26 times and with passive
verbs six times.
The same applied to the other words and phrases explored. Students had the
opportunity to look at concordances for various words, verbs, and phrases, which
enabled them to identify the regularities of the searched items as a result of exploring
samples of real language through a series of communicative tasks within a task-based
research process. The TBL framework provided learners with both structure and
principles for doing the tasks. The participants’ primary focus through the task
fulfillment stages was discovery and meaning negotiation. In general, Sheehan was
satisfied with what his participants were able to do, a few preferred the teacher to
simply answer the questions for them. He realized that the better ways participants
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developed noticing, questioning, and rationalizing language features, the better the
exploration of concordances they undertook. In addition, the Cobuild corpus offered
40 free occurrences of the searched item in a British written corpus, 40 in the British
spoken corpus, and another 40 in the American written corpus, bringing the total of
displayed occurrences to 120 lines. This allowed the students to explore some
differences between written and spoken language and it provided them with sufficient
authentic data for their explorations.
Amin (2009) investigated the effect of TBLT on enhancing student proficiency
and oral performance in English language, compared to traditional methods of
teaching. Namely, he targeted exploring the effect of TBLT on students’ fluency,
accuracy, and their attitudes. He also wanted to identify teachers’ and students’
behaviors and strategies in the classroom where TBLT was being implemented, as very
little was known about this aspect. First, Amin distributed 300 feedback surveys to
three groups of respondents (students, subject teachers, and English teachers) at Umm
Al-Qura University in Saudi Arabia. The survey included five essay questions intended
to seek information about students’ perception of their English proficiency in general,
their perception of their English in their specific fields of study, what motivated them
to learn English, reasons for their proficiency weaknesses, and finally their opinions
about ways of improving weaknesses. The researcher chose to conduct the survey in
Arabic to ensure students’ understanding of the given questions, to make the students
at ease while responding, and to help them to express their ideas freely. Of the total
300 surveys, 24 were not analyzed due to missing answers to some or all questions.
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The researcher found that both students and teachers classified their the
students’ command of English proficiency as weak (71% of the students evaluated
themselves as weak, 18% as very weak, only 7% as good, and 2% as very good). In
contrast, in regard to the students’ subject-specific proficiency, 36% identified
themselves as weak or very weak and 61% as good or very good. However, most
teachers of both English and subjects evaluated the students as weak in the subjectspecific proficiency of students. Results also indicated that students were motivated to
learn English (71% were very motivated and 20% were motivated). In regard to
reasons for their weaknesses, most students (62%) said they lacked the communication
skills to enable them to communicate in and outside the classroom. Only a few
mentioned that such weakness could be traced back to a lack of teacher qualification,
lack of motivation (1%), materials not being relevant to their specialization fields
(7%), and a shortage of English courses (4%). However, the teachers claimed that the
students’ weaknesses resulted from lack of motivation (43%), a late start of learning
English (36%), and the lack of English use, especially outside the classroom (27%).
Ways of improvement were suggested by the students and their teachers such as
greater use of English, better provision of English courses, and starting English
learning at an early age.
After the feedback survey showed the students’ dissatisfaction with the
grammar courses being run at the University of Umm Al-Qura, Amin involved 283
lower-intermediate second-year male science students studying English for science as
a compulsory course at the university in his study. Students were divided into eight
groups: four classes (145 students) taught following TBLT instruction over three
months and four (138 students) taught following grammar-based instruction over the

82
same period. The teaching was done by the researcher for all the participating groups.
Both groups were following exactly the same program and curriculum, but differed
only in the way each was taught. One class from each group was chosen for
observation. Observations and fieldnotes for both the control and the experimental
groups kept a record of the content being taught as well as students’ gradual progress
throughout the period. The course textbook, Learn English for Science, was used for
both the control and experimental groups. The control group was taught traditionally
with a series of exercises that emphasize mainly the reading skill, while the
experimental group followed Jane Willis’s (1996) TBL framework in three main
stages (pre-task, task cycle, and post-task cycle) that promote fluency (as an overall
focus) and accuracy (in the planning and report stages). Students in the control group
were given the textbook, but those in the experimental group were not, instead they
were given copies of the units on the day of the lesson. In the pre-task stage, students
were asked about what they knew already about the topic. While they were answering,
the teacher listed the main vocabulary. Then, in the task-cycle stage, students were
asked to sit in groups of six students, read the topic, and discuss its vocabulary. Finally,
in the language focus stage, they were asked to write a summary/report about the topic,
exchange reports, and answer four questions concerning the vocabulary and grammar
of the topic.
The two groups were pre-tested and post-tested using the preliminary English
test (PET), an intermediate-level examination that assesses students’ proficiency level
using various measurements for fluency, accuracy, and complexity. The PET may be
carried out by displaying a picture for the students and asking them to describe it. For
instance, to evaluate fluency, the number of words per minute, as well as the number
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of pauses for one to two seconds by each student, are analyzed and calculated. The
number of verbs and multi-verbs were used to examine accuracy and the number of
clauses, independent or subordinate clauses were used to assess complexity. The test
allowed the students to speak for three minutes but only one minute was analyzed due
to the large number of samples. Furthermore, since the study was conducted on a
formal course, the students undertook an official written final examination that
comprises 60% of their final grade. It focused mainly on students’ grammatical
knowledge and was divided into three parts: reading comprehension, writing, and
grammar. Papers were marked by the researcher and checked twice for reliability.
Results of the PET, together with the final exam, were used to compare the two groups.
After the final examination, students were engaged in an evaluation survey to
determine their attitudes towards the course.
To evaluate the differences between the control and the experimental groups,
Amin analyzed the four measures used in the study: the final examination scores, oral
pre-test scores, recorded classroom observations, and the evaluation survey. With the
final examination, the researcher found that there was a significant difference in
students’ scores between the traditionally-taught control groups and the TBLT-taught
experimental groups. Results showed that 40% of the students in the control group
obtained results between A and B, compared to 55% of the students in the experimental
group. In addition, 27% of the control group students were awarded D, compared to
only 15% of the TBLT students of the same grade. Results of the oral pre– and posttests indicated that both groups enhanced their proficiency; however, the TBLT
students achieved higher scores on the basis of the assigned measures (i.e., word count,
unrepeated word count, pause count, t-unit count, verb count, multi-word/verb count).
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Further, the recorded classroom observations were analyzed from three perspectives:
the use of class time according to the COLT (communication orientation of language
teaching) scheme, teacher behavior, and students’ behavior. While the latter two were
analyzed using focused description analysis of their behaviors, the former gave a
detailed picture of what was going on in the class and indicated how much time was
given to each part of the lesson. Analysis of the COLT scheme revealed that the
grammar-based class was full of activities directed by the teacher and the teaching
content was determined by either the teacher or the textbook. In the TBLT class, more
than half of the time was devoted to students working in groups doing much of the
work, as well as having control over the content taught to them.
Jasim (2011) investigated the attitudes of EFL instructors towards the potential
of TBLT in their language classes. Specifically, the study aimed to investigate the
understanding of instructors of the basic principles and aspects of tasks and TBLT. It
also targeted highlighting the obstacles, concerns, and opinions of instructors in regard
to choosing or avoiding the implementation of TBLT, as well as discovering the extent
to which TBLT could be successfully implemented in the UAE context. This study
took place in a government vocational school in the UAE. Twelve teachers were
involved in the study: seven were Arabs, three Indians, and two English. Jasim first
used consciousness-raising presentations to increase the participants’ awareness of
TBLT features. He conducted two one-hour presentations with the participants to help
them better understand TBLT. In the first presentation, he explained the theoretical
background of TBLT and how it differed from the traditional ways of teaching which
focus on grammar and accuracy. In the second presentation, he provided the
participating teachers with guidance on developing and using TBLT materials and
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explaining how the TBLT principles came into play through teaching these materials
by demonstrating a sample TBLT lesson. Group discussion followed both
presentations. Most of the discussion centered around concepts such as the link
between TBLT and communicative language teaching (CLT), task v. exercise, and
task cycle. The teachers were also interested in the practical aspects of the teaching
method and how this educational framework differed from traditional methods. After
the second presentation, teachers were asked to complete a survey. The survey was
given to them to investigate three matters: their attitudes towards the potential of TBLT
in their classes; their understanding of TBLT; and whether or not they thought that
they would be able to implement it in their classes. The survey consisted of statements
about the benefits and challenges of TBLT for both language teachers and language
students. The statements of benefits and challenges were based on Carless’s (2009)
research with EFL instructors who applied TBLT in their classes and reported on their
experiences. Further, the survey included three types of questions: demographic,
scaled, and open-ended.
Two teachers from the 12 participants were selected to implement TBLT in
their classes. Accordingly, the researcher designed two lessons for the purpose of
practical implementation of TBLT. Each teacher was observed once using an
observation log that contained a checklist covering the three stages in the TBLT lesson.
The two teachers were also interviewed and audio-recorded. The aim was to identify
the benefits and challenges that teachers face when implementing TBLT in their
classes.
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The results showed a variety of attitudes towards the potential of TBLT
especially on the part of the participating teachers. It revealed that the attitudes of the
surveyed participants towards TBLT were negative for four reasons not directly related
to the potential of TBLT to promote language learning. These included: lack of
familiarity with TBLT as a framework of teaching; unfamiliarity with task design;
negative perceptions by supervisors; and students’ preference for explicit grammar
teaching. In contrast, the results showed that instructors who implemented the
framework had positive attitudes towards the potential of TBLT, as they observed their
students participating more in the class and used the target language more due to the
purposes of the tasks. Further, such experience promoted the importance of employing
communicative tasks in classroom instruction. Teachers stated that their experience
with TBLT was more interesting than their usual form-focused work and that they
found it rewarding as it gave them opportunity to get hands-on practice with TBLT
that efficiently engaged the students in the learning process. They also indicated that
TBLT instruction required less teaching as the student worked on the given tasks for
most of the class time.
In regard to TBLT in technology-mediated context, Balanyk (2013)
investigated the effect of using iPads to increase the motivation and engagement of
false beginner level students with the lowest common educational proficiency
assessment (CEPA) English scores in the foundation English language program at
three settings in the UAE: Zayed University; Higher Colleges of Technology; and
United Arab Emirates University. For the purpose of the study, instructors in the three
institutions were encouraged to use iPad-based activities and the task-based learning
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framework in designing the activity, with the iPad being used in every phase and stage
of the lesson.
Three classes of beginner female students, each containing 20 participants,
were involved in the study. The verb ‘be’ was the targeted structure and the students
were required to use it in providing personal details in the present tense with first,
second, and third persons, as well as forming questions using the same structure and
tense. Previous lessons had focused on the same linguistic point but without using the
iPad. The lesson was applied based on Jane Willis's (1996) framework that consists of
three stages (pre-task, the task, and post-task cycles). In the pre-task phase, the students
were introduced to the task by presenting them with a fictional interview with David
Beckham, a famous British football player. The interview was recorded using the
SoundNote app. Then the teacher provided them with an example of a report about
David Beckham that was prepared using a keynote presentation and based totally on
the information given in the interview. After that, the teacher showed the students a
fill-in-gap activity where they used Pages software to form the questions that would
be used during the task. In the final section of the pre-task phase, the teacher asked the
student to choose a celebrity and search for its personal details using the Wikipedia
application on their iPads.
After searching, in the task phase, the students completed the task by working
in pairs and interviewing each other, with one playing the role of the interviewer and
the other the famous person who answered the questions based on the information
researched in the pre-task phase. Using the same applications, the interview was
recorded, transcribed, and a report based on that was prepared. The students showed
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their keynote presentation directly from the iPad to their classmates who were
encouraged to listen actively and take notes while their colleagues were presenting.
During the presentations, the instructor used the Socrative application to make a quiz
‘on the fly’ containing one piece of information from each presentation in order to
check students’ understanding and to motivate them to be active listeners.
Between the quiz and the next class, the instructor analyzed students’ language,
both the written (in the keynote presentation) and spoken (in the recorded interviews)
to identify the most frequent language problems the students faced in their use of the
target language. Then the teacher played some extracts of the recordings to allow the
students to analyze their classmates’ errors. The analysis was followed by a controlled
practice in the subject-verb agreement with the verb be and personal pronouns in first,
second, and third persons. Students were also engaged in a drill exercise in the prosodic
features (i.e., tone, pitch, intonation, stress, and rhythm) of the questions and answers.
The lesson was analyzed using the substitution, augmentation, modification,
and redefinition (SAMR) framework proposed by Puentendura (2008) and in which
these four elements are considered the levels of technology used in education. Results
showed that the iPad had successfully fulfilled the four levels of the SAMR
framework. The framework examined mainly the wise use of technology in education
to the extent that it led to promoting learning. It was also found that a strength of the
iPad was its ability to work at every level in the SAMR framework. In the final
analysis, all three teachers reported that the application of TBLT using the iPad helped
the students to be highly involved throughout the entire lesson, motivated them to
complete the task and the activities, and to produce language which was, as Willis
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(1996a) describes it, “as best as they [could] achieve at the moment, given the
linguistic resources and time available” (quoted in Balanyk, 2013, p.10).
Similar to Amin’s study, Al-Muhaimeed (2013) investigated the effect of
TBLT instruction on promoting the reading comprehension skill as contrasted with the
traditional teaching method that depends mainly, among other things, on drill
practices. Al-Muhaimeed explored the insights and the issues that accompanied the
application of each method. This study took place at an intermediate level school in
Buraydah, Saudi Arabia. Two schools were involved in this study consisting of 122
male third grade students, divided equally into two groups: an experimental group and
a control group. While the former was taught in accordance with J. Willis's (1996)
TBL framework, the latter was taught following the traditional way of teaching. Two
teachers were involved in the study, the researcher who taught the experimental group
and another teacher from the school who taught the control group. The researcher used
a quasi-experimental method design that engaged the students in a pre-test to assess
their level in English language reading comprehension at the beginning of the study
and five post-test sets, each consisted of one standardized (traditional) test and one
researcher prepared test, with both intended to measure the same materials. Within a
timeframe of 10 weeks, students sat for a post-test set every two weeks. There was
also a series of classroom observations with a researcher log and classroom visits to
collect qualitative data.
The results of the pre- and post-tests were analyzed using a two-factor spiltplot design, and the class observations were analyzed by categorizing, describing, and
synthesizing the collected data. Results showed that the TBLT method significantly
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enhanced reading comprehension, compared with the traditional method of teaching.
This finding was supported by statistical reports of the standardized tests and the
researcher-prepared tests that showed the existence of a significant difference in the
average scores of the two groups, with the experimental group scoring higher. The
scores of both groups in the pre-test were equal, which allowed room for seeing the
effect of the implemented instruction. Further, the detailed description reports of the
classroom observations as well as the observed data collected by the research log tool
used for the experimental group only showed that students developed a positive
attitude towards learning with a TBLT approach. For example, the findings revealed
that TBLT provided students with a better context for language learning, and that its
practices were more compatible with an effective language pedagogy, compared to
traditional methods of teaching. As the researcher states, the main contribution of this
study was to participate in the development line of English language learning,
including the transition from classical and traditional approaches to more recent and
communicative language-teaching approaches such as TBLT. In addition, these
findings touch upon issues relating to the adequacy, advantages, and disadvantages of
TBLT application for intermediate-level students. It was concluded that well-informed
TBLT practices would help teachers to develop professionally and students to be more
fluent and accurate in the language they were learning.
Hasan (2014) stated that the speaking skill is disregarded in English language
teaching and learning programs, as well as in the assessment and evaluation techniques
in Saudi public schools. Based on his visits and observations to some schools, he
noticed that teachers stressed reading and writing at the expense of speaking and
listening, with no assessment part for these skills in the exams. As he outlines, the
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reasons for this attitude include: (1) teacher factors (i.e., the lack of aptitude among
the teachers, unfamiliarity with these kinds of tests, and the difficulty in testing such
areas of learning); and (2) student factors (i.e., low self-confidence, lack of oral
practice, lack of ideas, shyness, etc.). As a result, students suffer from the inability to
express themselves orally. To resolve this, he decided to use a TBLT framework that
emphasizes primarily communication and oral skills, and examine its impact on
promoting the oral performance of secondary school students in Abha City, Saudi
Arabia. Oral performance was defined by the researcher as “the ability to provide
information and give explanations orally to the topics and subjects studied in the
secondary school English textbook with acceptable degree of fluency and accuracy”
(Hasan, 2014, p. 254). The primary aim of the study was to help both teachers and
students practice the speaking skill in their language learning programs, to convince
them of the importance of this skill in learning, and practice the skill in a manner
remote from traditional ways of teaching that use artificial language of no value for
learners. Two intact classes participated in this study totaling 44 students divided into
an experimental group (23 students) and a control group (21 students). The classes
were selected randomly from second year secondary students. The research was
limited to two units from an English for Saudi Arabia textbook series that comprises a
teacher’s guidebook and a student activity book. While the control group was taught
following the teacher’s guide, the experimental group was taught using TBLT. After
teaching the assigned content, both groups sat for a post-test. This was an oral
performance test divided into two parts: a one-way monologue test and a two-way
dialogue test. Both were accompanied by an assessment rubric developed by the
researcher to observe the effect of TBLT techniques in teaching the assigned part for
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testing. Based on the rubrics set by the researcher, each participant was assessed, and
a score assigned for each based on oral performance.
The mean scores of the students in the experimental group were much higher
than those in the control group. Results also showed that, in the experimental group, a
statistically significant difference between the students’ mean scores in the one-way
monologue test and their scores in the two-way monologue test, with the one-way test
results more favorable than the two-way results. Such noticeable improvement in oral
performance supports the effectiveness of a TBLT framework emphasizing speaking
skill in EFL teaching. A contribution of Hasan’s study is that it encourages us to have
more focus on the communicative aspects (such as fluency) and oral skills of language
learning, rather than focusing on grammar and accuracy alone. In addition, in
observing both groups, the researcher noticed throughout teaching that TBLT, in
contrasted with the traditional method of teaching, helped students to develop the
desired attitudes towards the learning situations and that the roles and practices of
students and teachers conformed with the principles of the constructivist learning
theory.
Finally, Al-Khasawneh (2014) investigated the suitability of Saudi teaching
context to TBLT as a teaching methodology for English language learning. She also
examined the effect of TBLT on increasing the amount of effective use of the target
language outside the classroom, its effect on increasing students’ motivation to learn
English, and the extent to which the textbook needed to be modified to comply with
the TBLT approach. Al-Khasawneh carried out her study at a private school called AlRowad School in Riyadh, Saudi Arabia. She mentioned two factors that specifically
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facilitated the application of TBLT framework at this school. These included the
special interest of the school administration in English language and its positive
attitude towards teachers of English, as well as a classroom size of 25 students, which
was reasonable for a TBLT environment.
Al-Khasawneh compared students’ outcomes in two EFL grade 7 classes: one
taught traditionally, and the other with the use of TBLT. The students participating in
this study totaled 39 (16 in the TBLT section and 23 students in the traditional
approach section). Students in both sections were tested with a unified written taskbased exam with a set of tasks (i.e., ordering, fill in gaps, sorting, etc.) to be performed
individually. The exam consisted of four main questions in reading comprehension,
grammar, vocabulary, and conversation. The results showed that the average mark of
the TBLT section was higher than that of the traditional approach class 71% for the
TBLT and 66% for the traditional approach; however, the difference between the two
was not statistically significant. The researcher explained this in two ways: (1) the
unfamiliarity of the students with a new teaching methodology; and (2) the lack of a
guarantee that the students would be able to succeed in performing similar tasks in the
exam regardless of the amount of practice they did on the tasks (the issue of
generalization).
In respect of the suitability of this teaching environment to TBLT, AlKhasawneh found several social and school-related factors that supported the
implementation of TBLT in her teaching context. Concerning the social factors, AlKhasawneh mentions that the negative attitude towards English language is gradually
changing in Saudi Arabia. The ‘anti-English’ claim that Saudi Arabia is not an English-
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speaking society has little influence now. She supported her claims with examples, but
it is beyond the limits of this study to mention these here (see Al-Khasawneh, chap.
3). Additionally, she notes school-related factors, including assessment system, time
pressure, and class size. There was no formal assessment but instead an ongoing
process, one that gave the teacher the freedom to assess the students on tasks they need.
Also, eight periods a week were devoted to English, which was considered enough,
and the number of students in each class was close to ideal. Further, since the textbook
used in this study was designed to be taught within a mix of traditional and
communicative methods for learning, but not to TBLT, this required a lot of time and
effort on the part of the teacher to adjust several lessons to TBLT. Finally, to ascertain
the effect of TBLT on learners’ motivation and the amount of English used outside the
classroom, the researcher asked the students in the TBLT section to complete a survey.
Results showed that students in the TBLT class were satisfied with the teacher-student
relationship, did not want to go back to the traditional approaches, and they felt that
the English class had become a source of fun as well as learning.
3.4 Summary
This chapter reported key international and regional studies that have taken the
construct of FonF as a main focus or secondary variable of their TBLT investigations.
They reported the effectiveness of FonF in a TBLT-based classroom in six different
settings (Korea, China, Iran, Hong Kong, Japan, and Germany). This was approached
from various lines of investigation with a focus on distinct targeted structures (e.g.,
lexis, RCs, morphosyntactic forms, dative forms, comparative form, complexity,
accuracy, fluency, and lexical performance). Different types of tasks were used to elicit
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complex and simple structures (e.g., narrative task, decision-making task). Most
participants were undergraduate learners (Park, 2010; Li, 2010; Abdolmanafi, 2012;
Moore, 2012) and only in two cases were they school learners at a primary (e.g. Chan,
2012) or intermediate level (Braaksma et al., 2015). Further, the quasi-experimental
design with pre– and post-test, class observations, recording and transcribing
interactions were the most frequently used methodologies. Learners’ transcribed
performance during interaction was the main source of data, where learning happens
either by (1) correcting the mistakes related to spelling, lexical errors, morphological
and grammatical errors, collocation problems and content misunderstandings; or (2)
modifying the transcripts by adding or replacing some expressions with better ones.
As can be seen, the review shows a number of ways of how FonF within TBLT
instruction enhances form acquisition and learning. It also reflects the diversity of
FonF and TBLT research internationally. For instance, post-task transcribing, as a
FonF activity at the post-task stage, proved to be effective in producing more accurate
and complex language in task performances. Although it was operated in various
conditions (i.e., pair/individual work, with/without revision), all results were
encouraging, although varied in the different task types (narrative v. decision-making
task) (Li (2010)). Similarly, the effect of recasts and prompts on the acquisition of
dative and comparative forms was explored; the findings revealed that, while recasts
had a limited effect, prompts may work effectively for both complex and simple
structures. In addition, the type of instruction (i.e., general v. specific) and planning
availability (i.e., with planning v. without planning) provided for learners at the pretask stage proved to have no effect on lexis and morphosyntactic forms acquisition.
Instead, learners produced more lexical LREs than the morphosyntactic LREs,
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regardless of the instruction type and planning availability (Park, 2010). Moreover, it
has been found that the ways in which teachers differ in how they manage the
cognitive, interactional, and linguistic complexity of the task help to create conditions
for noticing form and salient features (Chan, 2012). Finally, the studies that contrasted
the effectiveness of various types of instruction (FonFs, FonM, and FonF) on the
acquisition of a specific grammatical structure showed that FonF was the most
effective.
Further, in regard to the studies that investigated the application of TBLT in
the Gulf area, they generally explored how TBLT enhances learners’ proficiency, oral
performance, reading comprehension, higher-level language learning skills, and
motivation, as well as teachers’ and students’ attitudes towards TBLT practices and
instruction. Participant levels in the reported studies ranged from beginners to lowintermediate and intermediate. In addition, although the research method of each study
depended chiefly on the study purpose , the quasi-experimental design with pre– and
post-test, class observations, and surveys were the most frequently-used
methodologies.
This review of studies reveals how TBLT may be implemented in reallanguage classrooms and suggests the means for obtaining better application
opportunities. The studies also indicate that research and implementation of TBLT in
EFL settings is both on the rise and interestingly diverse. The above-mentioned studies
used the task:
•! As a vehicle to elicit teacher and student attitudes towards the potential of
TBLT (Jasim, 2011)
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•! As an instructional tool to promote reading comprehension (AlMuhaimeed, 2013)
•! As an instructional tool to promote speaking skill (Hasan, 2014), and
•! As a research instrument (Alkhasawnh, 2014).
Additionally, all the studies that compared TBLT with the traditional
instruction of teaching (Al-Muhaimeed, 2013; Alkhasawnh, 2014; Hasan, 2014)
addressed the need for a communicative and learner-centered approach sucha s TBLT.
Their results reached a common consensus that tasks within a TBLT framework were
more motivating, more engaging, and more learner-centered than traditional linguistic
exercises. In addition, in respect of research methodologies, there was a range of
quantitative research methods employed in the reported studies, including surveys;
analysis of oral production, and the use of statistical means to present data, for instance,
Al-Muhaimeed’s (2013) use of the two-factor split plot analysis to analyze students’
scores in traditional and TBLT-based tests. Qualitative approaches, such as classroom
observations, interviews with teachers, and analysis of artifacts (i.e., lesson plans,
teaching materials, students’ assignments, etc.), were also used but not as frequently
as the quantitative approaches. One study (Al-Muhaimeed, 2013) used a mixedmethod design to collect data.
3.5 Overall Summary and Conclusion
Based on this review, we may conclude that FonF has been emphasized
strongly in TBLT in international studies. However, among those studies conducted in
the Gulf region, as noted in this review, out of a total of seven, only three have focused
on form as a minor focus (Alkhasawneh, 2014; Sheehan, 2005; Balanyk, 2013) and
none has focused on form as a major variable. In the three considered to have a focus
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on, this came as a part of task performance and framework and was not given full
attention, instead it was one of the measures considered in the investigation of another
main research issue. For example, in Alkhasawneh (2014) the focus on form was
related to one construct considered in the writing task-based test which comprised
three other constructs: reading comprehension, vocabulary, and conversation.
Moreover, in Sheehan (2005) and Balanyk (2013) the focus on form came as just one
of the stages that students needed to cover in tasks.
Although this review has advanced our knowledge about TBLT in general and
its implementation internationally, and in the Gulf region in particular, TBLT is still
in its infancy in the Gulf region. This is especially so in the UAE educational context,
as evidenced by the scarcity of studies conducted in this context. The reported studies
demonstrate practically the factors that affect the introduction and implementation of
TBLT in the Gulf, for example, how TBLT transfers the learning environment from
teacher-centered to learner-centered and engages the learner actively in the learning
process (Sheehan, 2005; Amin, 2009). Further, Amin (2009) demonstrates how TBLT
enhances oral performance and students’ proficiency. Another example, AlMuhaimeed (2013), showed the role of TBLT in promoting the reading comprehension
skill. In addition, Hasan (2014) provides additional support and confirmation of the
importance of oral skills in language learning. It should be noted that most of the
studies in the region came from Saudi Arabia, which is an additional reason for more
research on TBLT and FonF in the UAE educational context. Moreover, none of the
reviewed studies has explored how the TBLT framework to L2 learning and teaching
enables learners to focus on the linguistic forms and structures (i.e., FonF) in a
communicatively-and content-oriented educational setting. Indeed, much more work
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is still needed in order to address the continued influence of the traditional methods of
teaching that have failed to produce learners able to use the target language effectively
outside the classroom. Thus far, TBLT research in the UAE has received very little
attention. In order to fill in this important gap in research, this study aims to investigate
how FonF is implemented successfully in an Emirati TBLT-based context and what
challenges and constraints face its implementation in this specific educational setting.

3.6 Research Questions (RQs)
Based on the purpose of the study and the literature reviewed above, the
following four research questions were formulated for this investigation:
1)! Are there any differences between teachers’ implementation of FonF in a
TBLT EFL middle-school context in the UAE?
2)! What are the teachers’ perceptions of and attitudes towards FonF, TBLT, and
the prescribed textbook?
3)! What are the students’ perceptions of and views towards their classroom
teachers’ implementation of FonF?
4)! What are the challenges and constraints facing the implementation of TBLT
and FonF in the EFL middle-school educational setting in the UAE?
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Chapter 4: Background and Context of the Study
4.1 Introduction
Education has always been a high national priority in the United Arab Emirates
(UAE). The Executive Council identified education as a key factor in transforming the
UAE from an ‘oil based’ to ‘knowledge based’ economy. The late His Highness (H.H.)
Sheikh Zayed Bin Sultan Al Nahyan, founder of the UAE, emphasized the importance
of education in his famous statement that “the greatest use that can be made of wealth
is to invest it in creating generations of educated and trained people” and “the real asset
of any advanced nation is its people, especially the educated ones, and the prosperity
and success of the people are measured by the standard of their education.” Hence,
education has received considerable attention from the Government of UAE.
In this chapter, I will describe the development of the educational system in the
UAE; the education body that supervises and offers support to public schools, which
is the Department of Education and Knowledge (ADEK), previously known as the
Abu Dhabi Education Council (ADEC); the learning approach that focuses on
developing better educators and learners (the Abu Dhabi School Model) with a
particular focus on its key features and the role of the teacher in cycle 2; the textbooks,
their design, content and methodology; the assessment framework; and finally, the
teachers and their method of teaching. The main goal of this chapter is to provide a
context for my targeted sample in this study, which is ADEK, cycle 2, grade 7, female,
public school students.
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4.2 Development of Education System in the UAE
The educational system in the UAE has developed greatly since the discovery
of oil. The first school was built in Sharjah in 1953 by the British colonial government
that ruled the country at this time (Starr, 2010). After that, a number of schools were
built with funding from other countries, including Qatar, Bahrain, Egypt, and Saudi
Arabia. These countries were responsible for providing the schools with staff and
curricula. After federation in 1971, the UAE took control of the establishment and
development of schools, implementing an educational system that consisted of four
stages: kindergarten (4-5 years), primary (6-11 years), intermediate (12-14 years), and
secondary (15-17 years) (Godwin, 2006). For the purpose of nationalizing the
curriculum, the UAE government established a Ministry of Education and Youth
(MOE). Although the MOE was the central educational authority, the curriculum and
the textbooks of the secondary schools were still borrowed from the neighboring
countries (Ridge & Farah, 2009). In 1979, the National Curriculum Project was
launched by the MOE in order to create an Emirati curriculum, which came into full
use in 1985. Since that time, the UAE has continuously been developing and reforming
the curricula to high educational standards.
Language education in UAE has undergone significant change since the
introduction of the New School Model (NSM) in ADEK, the education regulatory
body that supervises, monitors, and offers support to public schools. The NSM is an
enhanced learning approach which is learner-centered and focused on developing
better educators and learners. To have a clear understanding of ADEK and NSM, a
separate description of each will be provided in the following sections.
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4.3 Department of Education and Knowledge
The Department of Education and Knowledge (ADEK), previously known as
Abu Dhabi Education Council (ADEC), is the educational authority in the emirate of
Abu Dhabi, which includes Al Ain City and the Western Region. It was established in
September, 2005, by His Highness (H.H.) Sheikh Khalifa Bin Zayed Al Nahyan, UAE
President. Three years after its establishment, ADEK took over the role from the MOE
when it became the supervising body of the Abu Dhabi educational zones. The
educational zones in Abu Dhabi include the Abu Dhabi Educational Zone (ADEZ), Al
Ain Educational Zone (AAEZ), and the Western Region Educational Zone (WEZ).
ADEK and the educational zones work together, with the former responsible for
planning and decisions and the latter responsible for implementation and action.
ADEK covers three educational sectors: the public, private, and higher education
sectors. The core learning years in the public and the private schools range from grade
1 to 12 and are divided into three cycles: cycle 1 (grades 1-5), cycle 2 (grades 6-9),
and cycle 3 (grades 10-12). The higher education institutions are established in
coordination with the Ministry of Higher Education and Scientific Research
(MOHESR) and with approval from the Executive Council. They are classified as
federal, public non-federal, and private institutions. The MOE and MOHE were
merged in February, 2016.
ADEK’s vision and mission put education and the learners first. Its vision
states in the English cycle 2 teachers’ guidebook that UAE education is “recognized
as a world-class education system that supports all learners in teaching their full
potential to compete in the global market” (ADEK 2015a, p. 3). ADEK’s mission is

103
“to produce world-class learners who embody a strong sense of culture and heritage
and are prepared to meet global challenges” (ADEK 2015a, p. 3). ADEK has a set of
values that are considered the driving force behind the ongoing performance
improvements. These values include teamwork, integrity, transparency, respect,
accountability, and compassion.
ADEK has three main goals:
•! Develop education and educational institutions in the Emirate of Abu
Dhabi
•! Implement innovative educational policies, plans, and programs that
aim to improve education
•! Support educational institutions and staff (ADEK, 2013).

In 2009, ADEK developed a strategic plan that is based on extensive research
and aims to address challenges facing the P-12 grades. The key challenges that are
addressed include ensuring students are performing at or above grade level, and
ensuring P-12 graduates are adequately prepared for higher education and future
careers. On research conducted before establishing the strategic plan, ADEK noted
that 95 per cent of students graduating from public schools needed two years of
remedial courses in order to be prepared for further education, especially in
information technology (IT) and English language skills (ADEK, 2009a; ADEK,
2009b). In addition, Gaad, Arif, and Scott (2006) highlight a misalignment in the
Emirati education system. They mention that teachers do not consider the context, the
quality of delivery, and the national goals in their teaching. The strategic plan seeks to
develop the skills required for higher education and future careers (ADEK, 2010). It
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emphasizes the quality of education to meet international standards while preserving
national identity and culture. In order to facilitate the strategic plan, ADEK initiated
the ‘Public-Private Partnerships,’ a group of partners responsible for mentoring
teachers in the public schools. Considering quality of teaching as important as quality
of education, teacher training was made a top priority for ADEK. Teachers are
provided with resources and continuous professional development sessions and
training that enhance their capabilities. The country has invested AED 200 million to
train 10,000 teachers in the latest techniques in teaching and pedagogy (Al Ateeqi,
2009). Further, in 2018, the UAE Cabinet allocated 59 per cent of the national budget
over the next three years for investment in education and space research.
ADEK puts the student first and works for a modern, innovative, and worldclass educational system. It now offers a number of applications to enhance parental
involvement in student education. These include: eSIS, iClass, and iADEK. Each
application is designed to serve a specific purpose. For instance, while the eSIS enables
parents to access information, including records of academic progress, the iADEK
allows them to check school locations, receive news updates and contact ADEK with
enquiries. The iClass is a set of digital eLearning tools to support the Abu Dhabi
School Model’s student-centered approach to teaching. ADEK is also responsible for
developing curriculum and educational policies, overseeing educational reform, and
providing licensing and accreditation to private schools.
4.3.1 New School Model
The education system currently used in all public schools is the New School
Model (NSM). The model introduces a new curriculum and new teaching methods that
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aim to enhance student performance by developing the student as a communicator,
thinker, and problem solver. The NSM was launched in September 2010 and has been
implemented sequentially in phases, starting with KG-G3 in 2010–2011, and
subsequently moving up to the following grades. It was extended to grade 4 in 2011
and grade 5 in 2012. It was first implemented in cycle 2 in September 2013 with grade
6. A year later, in September 2014, it was applied to grade 7, followed by grade 8 in
September 2015, grade 9 in September 2016, grade 10 in September 2017, and grade
11 in September 2018.
The aim of the NSM approach is to develop student learning experiences and
raise the learning outcomes to the internationally competitive level needed to achieve
the Abu Dhabi Economic Vision 2030. The student is actively involved in the learning
process and put at the center of the learning environment, supported by school, family,
and the community. Developing students’ learning experiences involves improving
literacy, numeracy, critical thinking, problem solving, creativity, collaboration, and
communication skills, while protecting the national and cultural identity of the students
(ADEK, 2015a). Unlike the old model that emphasized rote learning and where the
book was the main source of learning, the NSM focuses on the learner. It is based on
a student-centered learning approach and organized around a set of learning standards
and student learning outcomes. It also provides students with technology-rich learning
environments with various types of activities and which cater for individual learning
styles and needs (ADEK, 2013a).
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4.3.2 Assessment System
In regard to assessment, ADEK uses an assessment system that does not merely
inform about student learning progress based on the educational outcomes, but also
provides feedback about how ADEK as a whole educational authority (including
schools, teachers, students, curriculum, policy, etc.) continually advances. This system
is referred to as the Assessment for Learning (AfL) system. Its nature and function
incorporate all the information from an individual student’s mastering of a single
learning outcome through the performance of the overall in the entire Emirate. It aims
to inform three main aspects in the development: (1) impacts of students’ development;
(2) whether support is provided to students as needed or not; and (3) efficiency of
educational methods. The AfL includes school-based assessment and standardized
assessment, which comprises both national and international assessment. While the
former is conducted by the teacher’s observation, and feedback on whether the
students master the learning outcomes or not, the latter is administered at a national or
international level. National assessment measures student achievement within Abu
Dhabi annually. International assessments are developed by international agencies and
research institutions. Further, school-based assessment aims to identify gaps and
modify the instruction methods used (ADEK, 2013).
AfL is described as “the process of seeking and interpreting evidence for use
by learners and their teachers to decide where the learners are in their learning, where
they need to go and how best to get there” (Teacher guidebook, p. 19). It has 10
principles identified by ADEK, which state that AfL:
•! Is a basic professional skill
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•! Is based on classroom practice
•! Helps in developing commitment to learning
•! Is part of effective planning
•! Identifies gaps in student learning
•! Focuses on how students learn
•! Has an emotional effect
•! Has a motivational impact
•! Enhances self-assessment
•! Recognizes all achievements.

In addition, AfL involves ‘effective feedback’ from the teachers to students on
their development. Effective feedback enables students to identify their strengths,
weaknesses, and make, in cooperation with teachers, further plans for improvement.
The Teacher Guide, provided by ADEK to teachers, says effective feedback should
focus on the assessment criteria of the tasks, provides meaningful information to
students regarding what they have understood, what needs to be improved, and how to
achieve this. It avoids comparing students’ progress with others, but reinforces the
students’ strengths.
Students within AfL are provided with regular opportunities for reflection on
their learning in relation to the learning outcomes. Their self– and peer-evaluation is
also essential for their development.
4.4 English Language Teaching in ADEK
According to ADEK, teaching is determined mainly by the learning outcomes
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students are expected to display at the end of each semester. For this reason, ADEK
provides the teachers with a teacher guidebook that includes the standards, learning
outcomes, and skills students should gain in the areas of speaking, listening, reading,
and writing. ADEK is committed to developing the students’ English language skills
to meet the needs of the Abu Dhabi 2030 Vision and prepare the students for the
workplace and life experiences that require English. To achieve this goal, ADEK has
launched a number of initiatives while maintaining a focus on Emirati culture and
heritage. An example of such initiatives is the English curriculum in cycle 2.
The English curriculum in cycle 2 builds on what the students have already
learnt in cycle 1 and extends it further to:
•! Develop English language and literacy skills
•! Communicate effectively
•! Compose and respond to various types of texts in English
•! Express ideas and feelings in English
•! Develop the skills of collaboration, communication, creativity and
critical thinking.
At the same time, the English curriculum has a clear connection with the
Emirati culture and heritage (ADEK, 2015b).
4.4.1 Textbooks
ADEK uses the Reading Time scheme for cycle 1 English curriculum. For
cycles 2 and 3, it uses Macmillan Topics books. The Macmillan Topics present
authentic topics in a fun magazine format to encourage students to read. There are
three books for each grade, one for each semester. Each book focuses on a specific
theme where all activities and tasks and reading articles are centered around that
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theme. There are various activities and tasks that help students improve specifically in
reading, writing, vocabulary, and grammar. It provides a variety of text types, styles,
and format. There is a revision section that consolidates what students have already
learnt and an electronic teachers’ notes manual,to be used as a source to help teachers
while using the textbook. Because grade 7 is the focus of the present study, the section
below will provide a detailed description of the textbook.
The grade 7 English language teaching textbook was published in 2014. As
mentioned, there are three thematic textbooks for grade 7, one for each term: ‘Healthy
Lifestyles’ for Term 1, ‘Looking Back’ for Term 2, and ‘Shops and Souks’ for Term
3 (See Appendix A for the unit used in this study). Each textbook consists of 11 units
that are uniform in format. Each unit in the textbook starts with an article that is
followed by tasks and activities to practice reading comprehension, grammar,
vocabulary, and writing. Moreover, the textbook provides the students in advance with
the grammar they need for the writing task that follows. Accordingly, the grammar
task is not based on the language problems students have or what they need to have
more practice on. In addition, students are asked in the writing task to do some internet
research as a strategy to connect them with their real lives. The internet search involves
more than one language skill, writing and reading and it engages interests as the
students choose a topic they like and wish to know or tell more about (known as a
learner-generated task). Students in such situations have a chance to pre-plan the task,
which allows for more complex language production.
4.4.2 Teachers
To successfully implement ADEK’s vision of providing the students with a
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world-class education, teachers perform a critical role as thoughtful, skilled and caring
professionals. The role of teachers in cycle 2 of NSM is slightly different from that in
cycle 1 whereby one teacher teaches English, mathematics and science to one class of
students. In contrast, students in cycle 2 are taught each subject by a different specialist
teacher (ADEK, 2015a). ADEK employs licensed teachers with a bachelor or master’s
degree. These teachers come from various nations, including the USA, UK, Australia,
Sudan, and Morocco. A supervisor for the English teachers in each school is assigned
to ensure development and use of best practice when teaching English in ADEK
schools.
Teachers in cycle 2 at ADEK are provided with a teacher guidebook that
outlines the key features of the NSM. The guidebooks in cycle 2 comprise two
Chapters: Chapter 1 for English medium subjects; and Chapter 2 for English teachers.
The former demonstrates the nature of the NSM, how it meets the need of learners, the
learning outcomes, and an overview of expectations for planning, teaching, and
assessment in cycle 2. The latter is for English pedagogy. It illustrates the pedagogical
approaches in cycle 2, English language development, trimester themes, text types,
genres, core theme vocabulary, templates for the trimester plan, teaching and learning
map, and the lesson plan.
4.4.3 Teaching Approach
A student-centered approach is the suggested teaching methodology in the
NSM. This may be performed through four techniques: gradual release, inquiry-based
learning, knowing our learners, and eLearning. Gradual release involves taking the
students step-by-step to develop their skills as independent learners while the teacher
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works as a facilitator. Moving the students from dependence to independence involves
changing the nature of teacher’s support through four basic stages:
•! Model: show students what endpoint of their learning looks like
•! Share: co-construct learning the goal with students
•! Guide: support students to develop the necessary components of their
learning
•! Facilitate: set up opportunities for students to apply their learning in
meaningful way.
The inquiry-based learning is a process based on rich questions that the
students ask and constitute the way in which their learning develops. Knowing our
learners involves applying the differentiation technique based on the information and
evidence gathered from the students’ AfL. Finally, eLearning incorporates the use of
technology in order to enhance learning and support it to ensure interactive and
collaborative teaching pedagogies.
Based on the learning beliefs, teachers in ADEK are expected to adhere to the
proposed teaching approach within NSM, which is task-based. To paraphrase, this
includes the belief that learning should be connected to a student’s life, identity,
heritage, and culture, a connection that may be made through the learning outcomes, a
scope or unit of work, teaching and learning experiences, and the projects students are
asked to submit at the end of the trimester. Another belief is that learning should be
student-centered, purposeful, and arise through meaningful interaction between the
students and their teacher, linked in with the class environment and resources. Another
is that students learn in a variety of ways and at different paces, and what they learn
should be informed by assessment rather than driven by it (ADEK, 2015a).
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Chapter 5: Methodology
5.1 Introduction
The primary aim of this study was to examine teachers’ implementation of
FonF and TBLT and to identify the potential gaps between theory and practice. The
study sought to investigate the differences between four English language teachers
teaching grade seven female students in Al Ain City cycle 2 public schools. It
examined how teachers implement the coursebook for grade 7 students with a
particular emphasis on the way they structure FonF to their students, based on the
learning outcomes assigned by ADEK. Second, the study aimed to explore teachers’
perceptions and views towards FonF, TBLT, and the textbook. Third, the study looked
at students’ perceptions of and views towards their teachers’ implementation of FonF
and the textbook. Finally, the study tried to explore the challenges and constraints in
implementing TBLT and FonF in the UAE intermediate school educational setting.
In this chapter, I will describe the methodology used in this study, the
participants involved in the study namely, the data collection tools that were piloted,
and details of the data collection tools employed, including classroom observation and
field notes, surveys, and interviews. In order to obtain a profound perspective on the
subject, this study was mainly based on classroom observations, field notes,
documentations of student work, as well as interviews with teachers and surveys for
both teachers and students. The data set included a total of a unit taught by four English
language teachers on the topic, ‘How do you shop? Where do you shop?’, with
individual lesson plans and teaching materials (See Appendix A for the unit under
investigation). Since learning outcomes are the driving force in ADEK schools and
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there is no specific curriculum order that teachers are required to follow, the researcher
chose two learner outcomes from the list proposed by ADEK for trimester 3 to ensure
that all participating teachers were teaching the same concepts. (For a complete
description of the educational context and the coursebook used by ADEK teachers in
grade seven, see Chapter 4). The two learning outcomes were chosen from among four
areas of English-language skills: speaking and listening, reading, writing, and
language. Such skills were developed in the context of a focus question related to the
theme ‘Shops and Souks,’ which was ‘Why do we shop? How is shopping different
now compared to the past? What is the role of shopping in our lives? How were souks
established in Abu Dhabi?’
Four English-language teachers from three schools were involved in this study.
They were asked to teach the first unit in the textbook ‘How do you shop? Where do
you shop?’ using the two specified learning outcomes. There was no intervention from
the researcher of any kind in regard to the way the teachers structured the lesson to the
students. After the observation, the teachers were surveyed for their perceptions and
views towards implementing FonF in their teaching practice. The survey took the form
of semi-structured interviews in two parts: a written part consisting of a set of
predetermined questions; and a face-to-face interview part to follow up on their
responses to the set of questions.
5.2 Piloting the Data Collection Tools
To ensure the validity, the data collection tools were piloted with one English
language teacher and 23 grade 7 students covering one unit from the topics of the
textbook. Construct and content validity were checked by people specialized in the
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field and the supervisor. The aim was to avoid any ambiguity and ensure respondents'
understanding in the required way. Wallace (1998) emphasizes the importance of
piloting the survey specifically, regardless of sample number. However, in all cases
the piloted sample should be proportional to the number of the distributed surveys.
After the piloting, some statements in the student survey were explained and modified,
as well as several major changes in the observation log.
5.3 Participants
This study took place in Al Ain City, the second largest city in the Emirate of
Abu Dhabi, the capital of the UAE. The study was conducted in the second week of
the third trimester. Three schools within the ADEK NSM system were involved in the
study (a full explanation of the ADEK education setting is provided in Chapter 4).
These were AlFoaa School, Atikah Bint Abdul Mutalib School, and Makka School.
Four English-language teachers were involved in the study, two from Atikah Bint
Abdul Mutalib School, one from AlFoaa School, and one from Makka School. Two
participating teachers were native English-language speakers (NSs) and two were nonnative speakers (NNSs). All four were female and experienced, with at least 13 years
of employment teaching English. Table 3 summarizes the demographic information
about the participating teachers.
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Table 3: Background information about participating teachers
Teacher Characteristics

Teacher1

Teacher2

Female

Female

Female

Female

Canadian

South
African

Emirati

Emirati

English Proficiency

Native

Native

Academic Qualifications

Master

Bachelor

Total Years Of Teaching English

13

19

14

15

Years Of Teaching English In
UAE

8

3

14

15

Number Of Students In Class

29

23

24

24

AlFoaa
School

Makka
School

Gender
Nationality

School Name

Teacher3 Teacher4

Non-native Nonnative
Graduate Bachelor
Diploma

Atikah Bint Abdul
Mutalib School

One hundred (100) students ranged in age between 12 and 13 years were
involved in this study from four English-language classes in the three schools (29 from
AlFoaa School, 23 from Makka School, and 48 from Atikah Bint Abdul Mutalib
School: 24 in one class and 24 in the other). All were given informed consents forms
prior to their participating in the study (See Appendix D). Two copies of this informed
consent form have been provided. Students got them signed, indicating they have read,
understood, and agreed to participate in this research. One had to be returned to the
researcher and the other to be kept in their files. All four teachers taught the same
lesson with the same learning outcomes. They were observed, surveyed, and
interviewed. Further, statements in the student survey were translated into Arabic
language to ensure the students’ understanding of the required information.
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5.4 Data Collection Tools
A mixed quantitative and qualitative methodology was used in the study to
achieve a triangulation and to gain an in-depth appreciation of how FonF within TBLT
instruction may be applied and lead to better form acquisition. Triangulation is defined
as “the use of two or more methods of data collection in the study of some aspect of
human behavior” (Cohen, Manion & Morrison, 2007, p. 141). Data obtained from the
tools used in the study were intended to answer the first and main research question:
Are there any differences between teachers’ implementation of focus on form (FonF)
in a task-based language teaching (TBLT) EFL middle-school context in the UAE?
The quantitative data were collected through closed-ended questions in the
student survey, while the qualitative data were gathered through classroom
observations and field notes, individual interviews with teachers and their surveys.
Following is a detailed description of the research tools used in the study.
5.4.1 Observations and Field Notes
First, prior to the distribution of surveys, the researcher observed the four
English-language teachers and saw how they implemented the current Topics
Coursebook in their classes. I looked at their performance from two perspectives:
•! Evaluating teachers’ performance with respect to the learning outcomes
that focus specifically on TBLT implementation and language and form
(describing).
•! Making in-between comparison with respect to other teachers’
performance (comparing).
The proposed learning outcomes included (1) edit grammar, spelling, and
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punctuation (LO1); and (2) retrieve, interpret, and reflect on information and ideas in
a written or visual critical response text (LO2). These two learning outcomes are
related to the four language learning skills: speaking-and-listening (speaking and
listening skills are treated as a single skill in the coursebook under study), reading,
writing, and grammar. However, I emphasized the learning outcomes related to TBLT
and language use and FonF. One unit from the ‘Shops and Souks’ theme, which was
assigned for trimester 3, was used for the purpose of looking at teachers’
implementation of the coursebook. The content of the unit is based on the ‘Shops and
Souks’ theme and starts with nine reading extracts supported by related pictures about
ways to shopping, key words, and a glossary. The reading is followed by exercises to
practice reading comprehension, grammar, vocabulary, and writing (See Appendix A).
Before collecting the data, I reviewed the coursebook and found that it is tasksupported, goal-oriented, focused on communication and meaning, and has situational
language and situational grammar. I specifically selected unit 1, ‘How do you shop?
Where do you shop?’ because it utilizes several major principles of TBLT, including
relevance to students’ social culture and background, an abundance of pair and group
activities, and a primary focus on communication and meaning. All such features are
believed to make the students more involved, participating, and active.
Further, a series of classroom observation sessions were conducted with each
participating teacher to identify the ways they differed in delivering the unit to
students. For instance, four sessions (or periods) were conducted with Teacher 1, three
sessions with Teacher 2, and two sessions with Teacher 3 and Teacher 4. An
observation log was developed that was a checklist of the two proposed learning
outcomes in the areas of reading, writing, and grammar (See Table 4). The table
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comprises a description of the ways teachers could fulfill the learning outcomes, with
assessment criteria (Yes/No/Somewhat), and notes of a detailed description of their
performances, examples of student interaction, handouts, and samples of student work
(all attached as appendices).
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Table 4: Observation log
Learning
Outcome 1
Edit
grammar,
spelling, and
punctuation.

Learning
Outcome 2
Retrieve,
interpret, and
reflect on
information
and ideas in
a written or
visual
critical
response
text.

Assessment Criteria (Yes/No/Somewhat)

Teacher
1

Notes

Teacher
2

Notes

Teacher
3

Notes

Teacher
4

Notes

Teacher
1

Notes

Teacher
2

Notes

Teacher
3

Notes

Teacher
4

Notes

Model proofreading techniques (i.e., read aloud for
understanding)
Provide support tools for editing purposes (i.e., Read & Write
Tutor, reference books)
Model the use of using editing symbols (i.e., proof reading
marks)
Provide opportunities for students to practice editing around
grammar and vocabulary they have learnt during the trimester.
Assessment Criteria (Yes/No/Somewhat)
Use a gradual release approach to share and discuss written and
visual texts (i.e., shared reading, guided reading and
independent reading).
Model how to skim and scan information text using headings,
pictures, and bold printed words to find key ideas.
Use shared reading with text type scaffolding to guide students
in justifying their ideas and opinions by using information from
texts.
Ask inquiry questions such as: Retrieving information: “which
section of the book would you find information on where to
locate something?” interpreting information: “If you just saw
the picture without the text, what would you think?” Reflecting
on information: “Does this text remind you of something you
have read before?”
Organize activities to develop interpreting skills (i.e., use a
written text to create a visual representation of the main ideas)
Organize activities to develop reflection skills (i.e., create an
advertisement or debate that expresses student opinions about
an information text)
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5.4.2 Surveys
Second, after the observations, two surveys were used in this research, one for
the students (See Appendix B) and another for the teachers (See Appendix C). The
student surveys consisted of 10 Likert-scale questions. The response to each statement
had five options: strongly agree, agree, neutral, disagree, and strongly disagree. To test
the extent of agreement or disagreement of respondents with the items, each response
was given a value from 1 to 5, respectively, for the ease of calculating the descriptive
statistics using the Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) program. The
teacher survey consisted of two sections: the first section included background
information questions about the respondent teachers; the second contained 15
questions with five-item Likert scales designed to elicit their level of agreement with
statements based on a set of principles in different aspects of FonF and TBLT. As with
the students’ survey, to test the extent of agreement or disagreement of respondents
with the statement, each response was given a value from 1 to 5, respectively, again
for the ease of calculating the descriptive statistics. The surveys were distributed to
teachers and students respectively after the unit was completed and observed by the
researcher. A brief description of how the surveys were carried out is provided below.
5.4.2.1 Students’ Survey
A student survey was distributed to 100 students from the four English
language classes in the three schools (29 from AlFoaa School, 23 from Makka School,
and 48 from Atikah Bint Abdul Mutalib School: 24 in one class and 24 in the other).
Students completed the survey after finishing the unit. The survey aimed to explore
students' perceptions of and attitudes towards their teachers’ implementation of FonF,
their views towards the coursebook, and their attitudes towards FonF and error
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correction. Below are the statements that were given to students (for a complete
illustration of the survey, see Appendix B).
1.! Form (grammar, vocabulary, spelling, and pronunciation) is quite important to
learn English.
2.! My teacher focuses on form just right.
3.! My teacher over focuses on form.
4.! My teacher under focuses (ignores) form.
5.! My teacher usually corrects my grammar, vocabulary, spelling, and
pronunciation mistakes in a positive and encouraging manner.
6.! The textbook provides a clear explanation of the targeted grammatical
structures.
7.! The textbook provides enough practice for the targeted grammatical structure.
8.! I feel frustrated when all my errors are corrected.
9.! Planning before talking with my partner helps my English to improve.
10.!Talking with my classmates in English helps my English to improve.
5.4.2.2 Teachers’ Survey
The teacher survey (See Appendix C) was given to the four participating
teachers after they have completed the unit in order to investigate their attitudes and
perceptions towards FonF and how they believed it may impact the:
•! Students' ability
•! Teachers’ views on FonF implementation within a TBLT context
•! Teachers’ understanding of FonF and errors correction
•! Students’ perception of form from teachers’ perspective
•! Whether the students’ Arabic language (their L1) causes difficulty in form
acquisition due to the structural differences between Arabic and English
(their L2).
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I used surveys in my research because they produce large quantities of data that
can be easily administered and analyzed, while at the same time meet the goals of the
study. Cohen, Manion, and Morrison (2007) indicate that closed-ended questions
facilitate statistical calculation and data analysis by providing response frequencies.
Further, the Likert scale questions are effective for exploratory studies. Brown (2001)
suggests “Likert-scale questions are effective for gathering respondents’ views,
opinions, and attitudes about various language-related issues” (p. 41). At the end of
the survey, an invitation for teacher interviews was offered.
Both the teacher and student surveys aimed to identify the perceptions of and
attitudes of teachers and students towards FonF from a number of perspectives. They
were intended to generate valuable data about the participating teachers’ understanding
of FonF and its implementation within a TBLT context. Similarly, the student surveys
were expected to provide data about their views of teachers’ application of FonF from
their perspectives and their attitudes towards the textbook. Both surveys were included
to provide data that assisted in answering my second and third research questions:
•! What are the teachers’ perceptions of and attitudes towards Focus on Form
(FonF), Task-based language teaching (TBLT), and the prescribed textbook?
•! What are the students’ views and perceptions of towards their classroom
teachers’ implementation of Focus on Form (FonF)?
5.4.3 Teachers’ Interviews
Finally, interviews (See Appendix E) were conducted with the four teachers
involved in the study. The interviews, consisting of 11 questions, were audio-recorded.
A semi-structured interview type was used with the teachers after the unit was taught.
The interview had several pre-set questions; some were consistent with those covered
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by the survey. The interviews were used to explore teachers’ perceptions towards
TBLT, the textbook, and FonF. They were also used to find out the challenges and
limitations in implementing TBLT in the UAE school educational setting. The
interviews were intended to supplement and verify the participating teachers’
responses in the survey. They also sorted out ambiguities in questions and helped in
attaining deeper insights into issues relating to the implementation of TBLT in the
UAE context (perceptions, attitudes, challenges, constraints, and possibilities). The
open-ended questions in the interview provided rich data that could not easily obtained
from the closed-ended questions in the survey and which was not anticipated. As
Wallace (1998, P. 135) states: “Open questions are good for exploratory research
where you have difficulty in anticipating the range of responses. They are also more
likely to yield more unexpected (and therefore, perhaps, more interesting) data.” Bell
(2005) too states that “the interview can yield rich material and can often put flesh on
the bones of survey responses” (p. 157). Further, clarifications can also be elicited
from the interviews. Interview data addressed the fourth research question: What are
the challenges and constraints that face implementing Task-based language teaching
(TBLT) and Focus on Form (FonF) in the UAE EFL middle school educational
setting? Data collected from these interviews were useful too for addressing the second
research question: What are teachers’ perceptions of and views towards TBLT, the
textbook, and FonF?
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Chapter 6: Data Analysis and Findings
6.1 Introduction
This chapter presents the data analysis and findings of the study. The data were
collected from classroom observations, field notes, surveys, and interviews that were
analyzed quantitatively and qualitatively. The participants were divided into four
groups. The first group comprised Teacher 1 (NS1) and 29 grade 7 students from
AlFoaa School; the second group comprised Teacher 2 (NS2) and 23 grade 7 students
from Makka School; the third group comprised Teacher 3 (NNS1) and 24 grade 7
students from Atikah Bint Abdul Mutalib School; and the fourth group comprised
Teacher 4 (NNS2) and 24 grade 7 students also from Atikah Bint Abdul Mutalib
School. Findings in this chapter will be presented in two sections. The first section
contains the qualitative data collected from classroom observations and teacher
interviews, supported by findings from their surveys. These data were analyzed
descriptively. The second section covers the quantitative data collected from the
surveys distributed to the 100 students. These data were analyzed quantitatively and
by looking into patterns that identify student perceptions and views towards the
textbook and their classroom teachers’ implementation of FonF. Following is a
detailed description of each.
6.2 Qualitative Data Analysis
As mentioned, this section presents the data collected from classroom
observations, documentations of student work, and teacher interviews supported by
findings from their surveys. Data are presented descriptively. Below is a description
of findings obtained from the classroom observations and the interviews conducted
with the four teachers involved in the study.
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6.2.1 Classroom Observations and Field Notes
The purpose of classroom observations was to identify the differences between
the four participating teachers’ in terms of their teaching practices based on their
application of Task-Based Language Teaching (TBLT), FonF, and the fulfillment of
the two learning outcomes assigned by the Department of Education and Knowledge
(ADEK). Teachers were assessed based on their application of the textbook and the
fulfillment of two learning outcomes (LOs) proposed by ADEK and the potential gaps
between theory and practice. It also sought to examine the role of such learning
outcomes in implementing TBLT successfully and helping learners focus on different
aspects of language with which they have problems (i.e., FonF). The observations were
undertaken by the researcher for all four groups involved in the study. Data were
organized based on the two LOs that assess the performance of the participating
teachers based in turn on a set of assessment criteria. The first LO (i.e., LO1) is ‘Edit
grammar, spelling, and punctuation.’ This outcome consists of four assessment criteria
that assess teachers' application of FonF. The second LO (LO2), ‘Retrieve, interpret,
and reflect on information and ideas in a written text’, consists of six assessment
criteria that assess teachers’ implementation of TBLT.
Data collected from classroom observations addressed the first and main
research question: Are there any differences between teachers’ implementation of
focus on form (FonF) in a task-based language teaching (TBLT) EFL middle-school
context in the UAE? Below is an illustration of the data obtained based on the two
learning outcomes.
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6.2.1.1 Learning Outcome 1: Edit grammar, spelling, and punctuation
Teachers fulfillment of the first learning outcome was assessed based on four
assessment criteria (See Table 5). These include whether teachers:
•! Model proofreading techniques (i.e., read aloud for understanding)
•! Provide support tools for editing purposes (i.e., Read & Write Tutor,
reference books)
•! Model the use of using editing symbols (i.e., proof reading marks)
•! Provide opportunities for students to practice editing around grammar and
vocabulary.
As Table 5 shows, in the case of NS1, she was able to apply FonF
communicatively without the use of the assigned textbook. A dictation was given to
students as a starter activity that lasted 5-8 minutes. Its content introduced the theme
‘Shopping and Souks’ to students and what they would study in that session. After the
students finished the dictation activity, NS1 wrote the dictation text on the board and
asked the students to check their work. She also helped students apply strategies and
rules to spell familiar and unfamiliar words. Further, NS1 asked the students to rewrite
the incorrected forms with a contrasted color in their notebooks (the third criterion).
She used voice intonation sometimes to help students know the appropriate
punctuation. Incorrect forms of pronunciation in their interactions throughout the
session were noted and corrected especially when the mistake hindered getting the
message across. Sometimes this was accomplished by asking the students questions
about the correct use of punctuation, grammatical features, and the use of capital letters
appropriately (i.e., at the start of a sentence or with proper nouns). In regard to the
fourth criterion, ‘Provide opportunities for students to practice editing around grammar
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and vocabulary they have learnt during the trimester’, NS1, after the self-correction
was done, asked questions such as 'What do we call this type of verb?' and 'How did
you know that the sentence should end with a question mark?' In addition, punctuation
was corrected by asking the students questions such as:
Example 1:
•! NS1: why do we have to put a capital letter here?
•! S: because it’s at the beginning of the sentence.
Example 2:
•! NS1: what sort of punctuation that goes at the end of the sentence?
•! S: question mark.
•! NS1: How did you know?
•! S: because of wh-word.
Pronunciation of students was also corrected through the various activities in
the lesson. For instance:
•! S: Bazr
•! NS1: Bazaar
•! S: Bazaar
In contrast, although NS2 was able to fulfill the LO1 successfully in her
teaching with the use of the textbook, she was not able to apply FonF in the required
way. Instead, she was focusing on accuracy. NS2 wrote two sentences that were related
to the theme ‘Shopping and Souks’ on the board with spelling, punctuation, and
grammatical problems and then asked the students to identify the problems and solve.
Problems were missing punctuation, capitalization, spelling problems, etc. So, the
students’ attention to the formal aspect of language in that case did not occur as a result
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of a switch or occasional shift triggered by the teacher or other students. Instead, the
NS2 targeted the form by writing the two sentences on the board intentionally and the
attention to form did not happen in a task where the overriding focus was meaning.
She asked the students to identify the problems with questions such as:
NS2: what is wrong with the sentence?
S: the letter ‘a’ instead of ‘e’ in the word ‘many’.
In addition, students in NS2's class were asked to complete the writing section
in the book as homework. Students were instructed to list the advantages and
disadvantages of different forms of shopping using their own ideas. After they had
completed the activity, students were asked to swap their books with their friends and
mark each other’s writing. Students were also given a worksheet, ‘editing and revising’
(See Appendix J), and asked to work individually on them, identify problems, and
write the sentences correctly on the lines provided.
Comparatively, NNS1 was able to fulfill the LO1 with the use of the textbook
but was not able to apply FonF communicatively. Instead she was over-focusing on
form (focus on accuracy). Again, this inference was demonstrated by a number of
practices noted in her term of instruction. For instance, she asked the students to
complete the writing section in the book that required the students to list the advantages
and disadvantages of different forms of shopping using their own ideas. Then they
swap their books with their friends and marked each other’s writing. However, the
teacher undertook no checking of the editing of students' work for each other.
Moreover, the students were given a worksheet on ‘comparative adjectives’ and asked
to work on them individually (See Appendix M). Both activities were language
focused and drill exercises.
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Finally, NNS2 was able to fulfill the LO1 with the use of the textbook but again
failed to apply FonF in the required way. Instead she was under-focusing on form
(focus on fluency). Similar to NNS1, she asked the students to complete the first
question in writing section in the textbook about the advantages and disadvantages of
different forms of shopping. After that, the students were asked to swap their books
with their friends and mark each other’s writing. However, like NNS1, no checking by
the teacher of the editing of students' work was undertaken.
Table 5: The application of learning outcome 1 with its assessment criteria
Assessment Criteria
NS 1
NS 2
NNS 1
NNS 2
LO1: Edit grammar, spelling, and punctuation.
1. Model proofreading techniques (i.e., Good Acceptable Nothing
Nothing
read aloud for understanding)
2. Provide support tools for editing
Good
Good
Nothing
Nothing
purposes (i.e., Read & Write Tutor,
reference books)
3. Model the use of using editing
Good Acceptable Acceptable Acceptable
symbols (i.e., proof reading marks)
4. Provide opportunities for students to Good
Good
Good
Good
practice editing around grammar and
vocabulary they have learnt during the
trimester.
6.2.1.2 Learning Outcome 2: Retrieve, interpret, and reflect on information and
ideas in a written text
Regarding the second learning outcome, ‘Retrieve, interpret, and reflect on
information and ideas in a written text’, the four teachers varied in the strategies and
practices they followed to fulfill this outcome (See Table 6). All were able to fulfill
this learning outcome but not all of them were able to implement the TBLT framework
successfully.
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Table 6: The application of learning outcome 2 with its assessment criteria
Assessment Criteria
NS 1 NS 2 NNS 1
NNS 2
LO2: Retrieve, interpret, and reflect on information and ideas in a written
text.
5. Use a gradual release approach to share and Good Good
Good
Good
discuss written and visual texts (i.e., shared
reading, guided reading and independent
reading).
6. Model how to skim and scan information
Good Good
Good
Good
from text using headings, pictures, and bold
printed words to find key ideas.
7. Use shared reading with text type
Good Good
Good
Nothing
scaffolding to guide students in justifying
their ideas and opinions by using information
from texts.
8. Ask inquiry questions such as: Retrieving Good Nothing Nothing
Good
information: “which section of the book
would you find information on, where to
locate something?” interpreting information:
“If you just saw the picture without the text,
what would you think?” Reflecting on
information: “Does this text remind you of
something you have read before?”
9. Organize activities to develop interpreting Good Good
Good Acceptable
skills (i.e., use a written text to create a visual
representation of the main ideas)
10. Organize activities to develop reflection Good Nothing Nothing Nothing
skills (i.e., create an advertisement or debate
that expresses student opinion about an
information text)

NS1 was able to implement the principles of TBLT approach successfully in
her teaching without the use of the textbook. She divided the students into groups and
each group looked through and shared magazines they had brought to class (criterion
5). Each group was asked to find a specific advertisement for the target audience
(criterion 6). NS1 asked each group to discuss the role of shopping in their lives and
the places where they go and shop with their families.
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In contrast, NS2, NNS1, and NNS2 uses the textbook in the implementation of
the TBLT framework. However, while NS2 was able to apply the framework through
all of its stages (pre-task, task, and post-task) successfully, NNS1 and NNS2 enacted
the TBLT framework but both missed the post-task phase. NS1 and the two NNSs
asked the students: 'Where do you shop?' and 'How do you shop?' For both questions,
the students brainstormed and discussed ideas in groups. Oral feedback in class was
provided. However, NNS1used the Arabic language in explaining and negotiating with
students. Further, students in NNS2's class were able to look at the pictures in the
reading passages of their textbooks to answer the questions. NS2 showed the students
a PowerPoint presentation illustrating different places where people shop and related
this information to their answers. In contrast, NNS1 asked the students to share and
discuss in groups the different shops and what they could buy from each. NNS2
distributed different pictures of different shops. Each group had one based on the
information in the reading passages to describe.
On criterion 7: ‘Use shared reading with text type scaffolding to guide students
in justifying their ideas and opinions by using information from texts’, NNS2 did not
follow this criterion at all. However, NS2 and NNS1 implemented it to a good extent.
Both NS2 and NNS1 asked the students to refer to pages 2 and 3 of the textbook to
skim and scan more information. The teacher related the text to a class discussion.
Students worked in groups to answer the comprehension questions in their textbooks
related to the reading while the teacher was walking around to facilitate the activity.
On criterion 8: ‘Ask inquiry questions’, differences were noticed between the
four teachers. NS1 and the NNS2 employed it to a good extent. However, NS2 and
NNS1did not implement it at all. NS1 asked the students these questions:
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•! Have any of you thought about what makes you want to buy a certain
product over other similar products? (Reflecting)?
•! Was acquiring household necessities easier in the past or shopping
easier now?
•! Are people happier that they have everting they need at their fingertips,
or were people happier when life was simpler? Explain (Reflecting).
On the contrary, NNS2 asked the students to interpret the information and think
about the type of the shop and, based on the pictures, what each was expected to sell
(See Appendix I).
On criterion 9: ‘Organize activities to develop interpreting skills’, the four
teachers applied it but to different extents. NS1, NS2, and NNS1 implemented it to a
good extent. However, NNS2 did not apply it at all. NS1 asked the students to work in
pairs and find three advertisements targeting specific audiences and then explain how
they felt when they looked at the advertisement, and explain to their partners whether
they would purchase the product advertised. Further, NS2 gave the students an activity
to compare any two different ways or places of shopping based on the reading text in
the book. Additionally, NNS1 asked the students to listen to an audio that described
different shops and what they could buy from each. Then they were given a worksheet
to fill in with the information they had heard.
On criterion 10: ‘Organize activities to develop reflection skills’, NS1
implemented it to a good extent. However, the other three teachers did not apply it at
all. NS1 asked each student to think about creating an advertisement for a new candy
bar, a candy bar that is not in the market or in the shops. They were asked to think
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about how advertising appeals to their senses and to eventually create their own
advertisement based on a target audience. Additionally, as a homework project,
students were asked to write a children’s book for Abu Dhabi Reads Project. They
were given two weeks to write, illustrate, and print the children's book. Finally, the
students were asked to read English at home for a minimum of 20 minutes and record
the number of pages they read in their notebook logs.
6.2.2 Teacher Interviews
The semi-structured interview included 11 questions (See Appendix E)
targeting the four English language teachers. The interview covered three areas:
•! Teacher awareness of the TBLT framework (Q1, Q2, Q3).
•! Ways and approaches used to teach form (grammar, vocabulary,
spelling, and pronunciation) (Q4, Q5, Q6, Q7, Q8).
•! Teachers’ views and perceptions towards the methodology suggested in
the curriculum (Q9).
•! The challenges and the constraints they encounter in implementing
TBLT and FonF in their teaching context (Q10, Q11).
The findings show that the four teachers were aware of the kind of teaching
methodology they followed in their classes (Q1). Further, they all confirmed that the
approach they followed was ADEK’s suggested approach which is 'Abilities that
Constitute 21st Century Skills' (i.e., critical thinking, creativity, collaboration, and
communication). They tried to apply the assigned approach based on the needs of their
students and the purpose of the lesson. In addition, the NS1 and NS2 indicated that
they took a student-centered approach (i.e., gradual release approach) with their
students. The four teachers confirmed they have tried TBLT in their classes by
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applying the Integrated Strand Task (IST) and the Product Task (Q2). IST covers the
components of listening, speaking, reading, writing, and grammar that were designed
by the teacher and considered the 'endpoint' where students use the skills they have
been learning throughout the term. The Product Task refers to the end of the trimester
in which teachers were expected to incorporate all the learning outcomes in the four
main language areas.
Three teachers (NS2 and the two NNSs) confirmed that they were aware to a
great extent that the textbook is based on TBLT. In comparison, NS1 explicitly
indicated she was less aware of that (Q3). The NNSs had the same perspective that the
textbook was a good resource to use but was inappropriate for low-level students.
Similarly, NS2 commented that “it is a good resource to use but not enough in which
the teacher has to develop extra worksheets to make sure students have good
foundations especially when it comes to grammar”. Likewise, NS1 commented that
“it’s a good resource in which it covers the four main language learning areas (reading,
vocabulary, writing, and grammar) and has great theme-related passages, great images
that the student can relate to and foreign images to expose them to the other countries.
However, it is not a teaching tool for what’s required by ADEK. The learning
outcomes do not coincide with the activities provided in the textbook. The activities
on themselves don’t give the students an opportunity to work and think about
problems. Students’ assignments are usually corrected with detailed feedback, notes
about ways or corrections, ways to improve their writing for example”.
When the teachers were asked to describe the approach they used to teach
grammar in their teaching practice, their responses were varied (Q4). For instance,
NS1 indicated that “grammar is taught in context and in isolation to avoid
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overwhelming the students with much information about aspects of language
acquisition”. The learning outcomes are the driving force in NS1's classes. She usually
does research and, based on the amount of information collected, creates her own
worksheets and handouts for the students complete. Once the students have acquired
the targeted rule, they are asked to work in groups or pairs and interview each other
using the newly acquired structure. In a like manner, for the NS2, grammar teaching
practice is in context with testing prior knowledge and then building and adding to it.
She clearly stated in the interview that this is done by giving the students examples
from the theme, the textbook, IST, and the Product Task. She said: “I usually start with
the rule so ensure that students know the foundations, then I practice the use of the
targeted structure in authentic examples the students see around them”. On the
contrary, the NNSs said that they teach grammar in context without testing prior
knowledge due to time constraints.
The two NSs value the importance of teaching form, including grammar,
vocabulary, spelling, and pronunciation (Q5). NS1 mentioned that: “Still I don’t teach
them together. I teach each in isolation because if they were taught simultaneously
students are less likely to learn any. Even if I did, I’ll put reading and pronunciation
together, but grammar not to be combined with any language aspect”. NS2 emphasizes
that “for example, when I teach vocabulary, I refer to parts of speech (noun, verbs,
adjectives, adverbs, etc.). So learners can always understand the relationship between
form and vocabulary. Further, pronunciation is practiced on daily basis because
learners don't have that background. However, spelling is not given that much
emphasis, but students are given a weekly spelling test on the core theme vocabulary
coming from ADEK. Students are engaged weekly on activities where they look up
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meanings, use words in sentences, and communication activities”. However, the two
NNSs view teaching form to be of moderate importance in their lessons, reasoning that
they had other learning outcomes that they were required to cover.
In regard to the factors that make teachers focus on form in their teaching
method (Q6), there were a number of differences between the four teachers. NS1
believed that ‘student errors’ made her focus on the formal properties of language.
However, she maintained that it should not be done directly in order to avoid the
student feeling intimidated. Instead, the teacher rephrased errors without the students
realizing that she was correcting the error. (e.g., the student: ‘on the weekend we go to
Dubai’. The teacher: ‘oh girls, over the weekend I too went to Dubai Mall with my
friends and watched a movie.’) Another factor was the gap students had between their
current level of proficiency and the required level due to a lack of a reading culture
among students. This factor was common with the two NSs and NNS1. Additionally,
NS2 and NNS2 mentioned a new factor: the ADEK syllabus they followed allows the
teacher to cover a single learning outcome three times minimally. So, teachers
continually work on the LOs throughout the term.
The seventh interview question consisted of two parts: 'How, in practical terms,
are you focusing on form in your teaching within the framework of the currently used
syllabus?' and 'What considerations do you make when sequencing the teaching
events, including focus on meaning and focus on form?' In regard to the first part, three
teachers (NS1 and the two NNSs) confirmed that the ADEK syllabus was the driving
force for focusing on form. However, NS2 believed that several factors comprised the
driving force for focusing on form. These included: the IST; the Product Task; the use
of context clues rather than going directly to dictionary; and the deconstruction of
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words into prefixes, suffixes, etc. Further, regarding the second part of the question,
two considerations were highlighted. The first was mentioned by NS1 and the NNSs,
who indicated that the order of the LOs followed by the scope and the sequence
provided by ADEK was how teachers introduced the LOs. The second was mentioned
by NS2, who stated that the LOs, student understanding, their progress, and needs were
what determined the sequence of teaching events.
The eighth interview question also consisted of two parts. Regarding the first
part, how students' grammatical mistakes (oral or written) were corrected, the four
teachers agreed that written errors were corrected in detail and the oral errors were
generally disregarded, except if they hindered the flow of communication the teacher
corrected by rephrasing the student’s utterances. The second part of the question
focused on the effect of error correction on students’ language level. The teachers’
responses were somewhat similar. They all agreed that correcting students’ errors
affect students learning positively, but with some concerns from NS1 that overcorrecting student errors impedes the students' desire to participate and answer the
teacher's questions.
Regarding whether the way of teaching is compatible with the methodology
suggested in the curriculum documents (Q9), NS1 stated that “ADEK wants English
language teachers to teach the LOs, especially the grammar LOs, within the framework
of the two Projects: IST and the Product. It is too challenging unless the students are
high-level learners. Teaching in the suggested way would lead to overwhelming the
students with too much information to focus on. Therefore, I go for teaching the LOs
in isolation”. However, NS2 found it compatible because it ‘forces’ the teacher to work
with the learner in a gradual way. Hence, in such cases, no learner is left behind
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because learners are continually given opportunities to practice and master the targeted
structure/form. A NNS found it somewhat compatible and good but she did not
consider differentiation in student abilities.
In respect to the problems that face teachers and their students in teaching and
learning form (Q10), NS1 stated that “the effect of L1 on pronunciation, conjugating
verbs, and students tries to use ‘Google Translate’ to translate passages because it
changes the whole meaning is the main problem.’ However, NS2 mentioned that ‘the
gap between students' current level and the required level causes most of the
problems”. She explained that the gap mainly resulted from the students’ lack of
reading. Reading allows learners to observe and accumulate form where they have the
opportunity to see what the sentence looks like (i.e., starts with capital letter, has to
have subject-verb agreement, etc.). On the contrary, while NNS1 indicated that
sticking to the learning outcomes is the main problem, NNS2 mentioned that time
constraints were a challenge for teaching form.
Finally, concerning the challenges and possibilities of implementing TBLT and
FonF in the UAE context (Q11), the four teachers mentioned various issues. They
faced different challenges to which they provided different solutions. For example,
NS1 mentioned six issues:
•! Lack of motivation especially with low-level students
•! Time for having all students do presentations of their work
•! Gap in the students’ level of proficiency
•! Lack of reading culture
•! Large number of students in the classes
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•! Lack of practical ideas in designing the textbook especially with low-level
students.

The possibilities to overcome these issues were as she stated: “through more
practice and repetition, class environment where everything there serves a purpose and
giving students more opportunities to communicate in English”. Further, NS1 offered
an optional 'advanced English club’ for one hour a week. Furthermore, she gives highlevel class surveys and based on what the students write, she adapts and designs
subsequent classes.
NS2 faced a different challenge: the gap that results from lack of a reading
culture in the UAE context and the large number of students. She suggested that this
might be overcome by (1) building love of reading in the classrooms (establishing
reading clubs and reinforcing student by buying them books instead of chocolate); (2)
confronting students with technology in the classes; and (3) creating online reading
programs, as suggested by ADEK (e.g., RAZ-Kids). Further, NNS1 mentioned the
lack of training as the main challenge, suggesting more professional development
opportunities and guiding teachers on how to practically implement measures in
classes. Finally, NNS2 indicated a lack of resources as the main challenge, which
might be overcome by requiring ADEK to make the classes more prepared and
compatible with what is required by the learning outcomes.
6.2.3 Teachers’ Survey
The teachers’ survey consisted of four dimensions, each representing one or
more measured factors (items). The dimensions were:
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•! Teachers’ perceptions of FonF importance to learners (3 items)
•! Teachers’ perceptions of FonF implementation within TBLT (4 items)
•! Teachers’ perceptions of FonF and error correction (6 items)
•! Effect of Arabic language on form acquisition (1 item).
Table 7 presents the ratings of the teachers on these four dimensions, which were
included in their survey.
Regarding the first dimension, ‘teachers’ perceptions of FonF importance to
learners’, the results showed a positive agreement between the four teachers. NS1
believed that studying form was ‘usually’ essential to mastering a foreign or second
language, while the three other teachers found it ‘always’ essential. Further, NS1
agreed that natural exposure to foreign language was ‘sometimes’ enough for
acquiring linguistic competence (grammar that allows a speaker to use and understand
a language). The other three teachers found it ‘usually’ enough for acquiring linguistic
competence. They all had the same perception that students ‘always’ find grammar
'something useless to study.' The teachers’ feedback on FonF importance to learners
was positive and formative even though their students find grammar of no value. The
results obtained here were to a good extent matching the teachers’ results in the
interview (Q5).
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Table 7: Teachers’ perceptions towards FonF and TBLT
Native English
speakers
Measuring factors

Non-native English
speakers

Canadian
NS 1

South
Emirati
African
teacher
NS2 2
3
Teachers perceptions of FonF importance to learners

1. Studying form (grammar, vocabulary, spelling,
Usually
and pronunciation) is essential for learners to
master a foreign or a second language.
2. Natural exposure to foreign language is
Sometimes
enough for acquiring linguistic competence
(grammar that allows a speaker to use and
understand a language)

Emirati
teacher 4

Always

Always

Always

Usually

Usually

Usually

3. Students find grammar something useless to
Always
Always
Always
study. (Negative)
Teachers perceptions of FonF implementation within TBLT

Always

4. Studying form helps students improve their
communication skills.

Usually

Always

Always

Usually

5. Using authentic texts when teaching grammar
takes more time but it is more beneficial for
students’ learning. (Negative)

Usually

Sometimes

Always

Usually

Often

Often

Always

Usually

7. Teaching form in context is of no avail with
Often
Always
Always
students at low language level. (Negative)
Teacher perceptions of FonF error correction practices

Usually

6. Trying to connect meaning and form in
context confuses students. (Negative)

8. Students should only be corrected in speaking
when their errors hinder getting the message
across.
9. Corrective feedback motivates students and
satisfies their needs if it’s employed
appropriately.

Usually

Usually

Often

Often

Usually

Usually

Always

Usually

10. Immediate correction of students’ oral
mistakes can help prevent fossilization
(stabilization) of erroneous patterns.
11. Peer-correction in small groups is more
preferable for students than teacher correction.

Often

Usually

Usually

Usually

Usually

Always

Always

Sometimes

Usually

Sometimes

Always

Usually

Sometimes

Usually

Usually

Usually

Usually

Often

12. On correcting students’ speaking errors, only
explicit feedback (teacher corrects the error or
gets it corrected with an indication that an
error has been made) should be used.
(Negative)
13. On correcting students’ speaking errors, both
types of feedback (explicit and implicit)
should be used.

Effect of Arabic language on form acquisition
14. Arabic language causes difficulty in learning
Usually
Usually
English grammar because of the structural
differences between the two languages.
(Negative)
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Also, as can be seen from Table 7, regarding the second dimension, teachers’
perception of FonF implementation within TBLT, the four teachers had different
perceptions from each other on each of the four items. NS1 and NNS2 found studying
form ‘usually’ helpful for students to improve their communication skills. However,
NS2 and NNS1 found it ‘always’ helpful. NNS1 found using authentic texts when
teaching grammar ‘always’ takes time. This indicates that TBLT has a negative
implementation side, as it is time consuming, but still more beneficial for students’
learning. This finding was agreed with to some extent by NS1 and NNS2 who shared
the same perception on this issue that using authentic texts when teaching grammar
‘usually’ takes time. However, NS2 had a lower estimation that it ‘sometimes’ takes
more time. In regard to trying to connect meaning and form in context and whether it
confuses students, NNS1 found it ‘always’ confusing to students. This finding was
somewhat agreed on by NNS2 who shared the same perception that connecting
meaning and form in context ‘usually’ confuses students. However, NS1 and NS2 had
a lower estimation that it ‘often’ confuses students, indicating that it is useful for form
implementation within TBLT approach. Further, NS2 and NNS1 indicated that form
implementation within TBLT is ‘always’ of no avail to students at a low language
level. However, NNS2 found it ‘usually’ of no avail, compared to NS1 who has a
positive perception that it is ‘often’ of no avail for students at a low language level.
From another perspective related to teacher’s perception of FonF and error
correction, the results showed that, while NSs saw that students should usually be
corrected in speaking when their errors hindered the message, the NNSs believed that
they often should be corrected. Further, NS1, NS2, and NNS2 shared the same
perceptions that corrective feedback usually motivates students and satisfies their
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needs if it is employed appropriately. This finding was highly supported by NNS1who
believed that it ‘always’ motivates students and satisfies their needs. Additionally,
while the NS1 believed that immediate correction of students’ oral mistakes can help
prevent fossilization (stabilization) of erroneous patterns, the other three teachers
found it to be ‘usually’ helpful. Further, NS2 and NNS1 felt that peer-correction
practice in small groups is ‘always’ more preferable for students than teacher
correction. In contrast, NS1 believed that it is ‘usually’ helpful and NNS2 believed
that it is ‘sometimes’ helpful. Whether explicit feedback should be used to correct
students’ error was a moot issue among the four teachers. NS2 felt it should be used
‘sometimes’ only, whereas the other three teachers believed that it ‘usually’ should be
used. This finding is inconsistent with the findings of the last item in this dimension
(item 13). Item 13 explains that both types of feedback (explicit and implicit) should
be used to correct students’ errors, which is the ideal practice, but the teachers’
perceptions on this varied. NS2, NNS1, and NNS2 believed that both types of
feedback, explicit and implicit, should ‘usually’ be used.
Finally, in regard to the effect of Arabic language on form acquisition, the two
NSs and NNS1 believed that the Arabic language ‘usually’ causes difficulty in learning
English grammar because of the structural differences between the two languages.
However, from the perspective of NNS2, it ‘often’ causes such difficulty.
6.3 Quantitative Data Analysis
6.3.1 Students Survey
The students’ survey was distributed to 100 students from the four classes
taught by the four English-language teachers in three schools. The survey consists of
seven items distributed to four dimensions as follows:
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•! One item measured the ‘students’ perception of FonF importance’
•! Two items measured the ‘students’ view of FonF implementation in
class’
•! Two items measured the ‘students’ perception of the textbook’
•! Two items measured the ‘students’ techniques when talking in
English.’
Cronbach’s alpha reliability test was performed to measure the students’
survey reliability. The results showed a reliability index of 0.764 after deleting three
items which showed irrelevance to the whole measure. This index indicates that the
results of students’ responses were valid for the study purpose.
Table 8 presents the students’ perceptions towards the importance and
implementation of FonF and the textbook. The rating scale consists of five ratings that
helped students decide on their perceptions on each of the seven items. All seven items
were positive in direction which means the higher rating the better the perception.
Counts and percentages were used to explain how the responses of the 100 students
are distributed on the five ratings on each item. Descriptive statistics (minimum rating,
maximum rating, mean, and standard deviation, or S.D) were employed to give a better
understanding of the overall judgment of the students’ perceptions on each item. The
true limits of the mean of each rating were as follows:
•!
•!
•!
•!
•!

Seldom
Often
Sometimes
Usually
Always

= 1.00 to 1.49
= 1.50 to 2.49
= 2.50 to 3.49
= 3.50 to 4.49
= 4.50 to 5.00
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Table 8: Student perceptions towards the importance and implementation of FonF
and the textbook
Student perceptions of Focus-onForm Instruction (FFI)
N
Student Perceptions of FonF Importance
1. Form (grammar, vocabulary,
100
spelling, and pronunciation) is
quite important to learn English.
Student Views of FonF Implementation
In Class
2. My teacher focuses on form just
100
right.
3. My teacher corrects my grammar, 100
vocabulary, spelling, and
pronunciation mistakes in a
positive and encouraging manner.
Student Perceptions Of The
Textbook
4. The textbook provides a clear
100
explanation of the targeted
grammatical structures.
5. The textbook provides enough
100
practice for the targeted
grammatical structure
Student Techniques When Talking
In English
6. Planning before talking with my
100
partner helps my English to
improve.
7. Talking with my classmates in
100
English helps my English to
improve.

Min Max Mean S.D

Judgment

2

5

4.59

.653

Always

3

5

4.61

.618

Always

2

5

4.67

.620

Always

1

5

4.14

1.025 Usually

1

5

4.22

.949

Usually

2

5

4.34

.819

Usually

1

5

4.54

.846

Always

To determine if there is consistency between the ratings of the students in the
four classes, another analysis was done for each class separately on each item of the
four dimensions constituting the survey. The ratings of the four classes on their
perceptions towards FonF instruction are presented in Table 8. Cronbach’s alpha test
was conducted to measure the reliability of the students’ survey; the results showed a
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reliability index of 0.764. This index confirms that the results of students’ responses
are valid for the study purpose, as the factor analysis plot in Figure 1 indicates.

Figure 1: Factor analysis of students' perceptions

To decide if there were any significant differences between the four classes, a
one-way ANOVA test was performed at significant level alpha = 0.05. Results show
no significant variances (f-ratio = 0.763, sig. = 0.518) between their ratings which can
be attributed to their class group as presented (Figure 2).
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Figure 2: One-way ANOVA test of students' perceptions

The results obtained from the one-way ANOVA are shown in Table 10.
Another analysis was employed to determine if the English language proficiency of
teachers (native – non-native) variable could explain significant differences in student
perceptions regarding FonF instruction. The test employed was the t-test set at
significant level alpha = 0.05. The t-test confirmed there were no significant
differences that could be attributed to the English proficiency variable (t-value = 0.098,
sig. = 0.922) (Figure 3). The results related to the t-test analysis are shown in Table
11.
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Figure 3: T-test of students' perceptions
Regarding the first dimension, students’ perception of FonF importance, which
consists of one item only, student ratings were positive to the perception that form
(grammar, vocabulary, spelling, and pronunciation) is quite important to learn English.
Their ratings were between ‘often’ and ‘always’, and the overall mean (4.59) indicates
that form is ‘always’ important to learn English. This finding is consistent with
teachers’ perceptions on the first dimension that focusing on form is integral for
language learning (Table 7). The ratings of the four classes on this item, shown in
Table 9, were somewhat consistent, indicating they had the same perception that form
is ‘always’ important to learn English (a mean of 4.46 for class 4 and 4.71 for class 3).
Further, there were no significant variances (f-ratio = 0.763, sig. = 0.518) between
their ratings which could be attributed to their class group, as presented in Table 10.
This confirms that the students found form ‘always’ important to learn English, just as
the teachers did. Testing for any significant difference between the students’
perceptions on this item that could be related to the teachers' English proficiency
(native – non-native) variable, the results in Table 11 show that the two groups of
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students had the same perception that form is ‘always’ quite important to learn English.
Group 1 was taught by a native English speaker (mean = 4.60) and group 2 by a nonnative English speaker (mean = 4.58). The t-test confirmed that there were no
significant differences that could be attributed to the English proficiency variable (tvalue = 0.098, sig. = 0.922).
The second dimension investigates students’ views of FonF implementation in
class. This dimension consists of two items. The first item asks if the teacher focuses
on form just right. Students’ responses were between the ratings of ‘sometimes’ and
‘always’, favoring the ‘always’ rating (mean = 4.61), confirming that their Englishlanguage teachers ‘always’ focus on form just right (mean of 4.57 for class 2 and 4.69
for class 1), as shown in Table 8. The ratings of the four classes on this item, shown in
Table 9, were consistent with each other, indicating that they shared the perception
that their teachers ‘always’ focus on form just right.
Additionally, there were no significant variances (f-ratio = 0.225, sig. = 0.879)
between their ratings which could be attributed to their class group, as presented in
Table 10. This confirms that the students found teachers ‘always’ focus on form just
right. Testing for any significant differences between the students' perceptions on this
item that could be related to the teachers' English proficiency (native – non-native)
variable, the results in Table 11 show that the two groups of students had the same
perceptions that teachers ‘always’ focus on form just right. Group 1 was taught by a
native English speaker (mean = 4.63) and group 2 by a non-native English speaker
(mean = 4.58). The t-test confirms there were no significant differences that could be
attributed to the English proficiency variable (t-value = 0.413, sig. = 0.681).
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The second item in the second dimension asks if the teacher corrects students’
mistakes in a positive and encouraging manner. Students’ responses were between the
ratings ‘often’ to ‘always’, favoring the ‘always’ rating (mean = 4.67), which received
the highest rating among all items in the students’ measures, confirming that their
English-language teachers correct students’ mistakes in a positive and encouraging
manner (mean of 4.57 for class 3 and 4.76 for class 1), as shown in Table 8. The ratings
of the four classes on this item, shown in Table 9, were consistent with each other,
indicating that they shared the perception that their teachers ‘always’ correct students’
mistakes in a positive and encouraging manner.
Moreover, there were no significant variances (f-ratio = 0.699, sig. = 0.555)
between their ratings that could be attributed to their class group, as presented in Table
10. This confirms that the students found their teachers were ‘always’ correcting
students’ mistakes in a positive and encouraging manner. Testing if there were any
significant differences between the students’ perceptions on this item that could be
related to the teacher English proficiency (native – non-native) variable, the results in
Table 11 show that the two groups of students had the same perception that their
teachers ‘always’ correct students’ mistakes in a positive and encouraging manner.
Group 1 was taught by a native English speaker (mean = 4.67) and group 2 by a nonnative English speaker (mean = 4.67). The t-test (Table 12) confirms that there were
no significant differences that could be attributed to the English proficiency variable
(t-value = 0.051, sig. = 0.959).
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Table 9: Student ratings on teacher variable (four different classes taught by four different English-language teachers)
Teacher variable

Canadian Teacher (NS1)

South African Teacher (NS2)

Emirati Teacher (NNS1)

Emirati Teacher (NNS2)

Class variable
Student perceptions of Focus-onForm Instruction (FFI)

Class 1 = 29 students

Class 2 = 23 students

Class 3 = 24 students

Class 4 = 24 students

Min Max Mean S.D

Min Max Mean

Min Max Mean S.D

Min Max Mean S.D

S.D

Student perceptions of FonF importance
1. Form (grammar, vocabulary,
spelling, and pronunciation) is
quite important to learn English.

2

5

4.66

.670

2

5

4.52

.730

4

5

4.71

.464

3

5

4.46

.721

Student views of FonF implementation in class
2. My teacher focuses on form just
right.
3. My teacher corrects my grammar,
vocabulary, spelling, and
pronunciation mistakes in a
positive and encouraging manner.

3

5

4.69

.541

3

5

4.57

.662

3

5

4.58

.654

3

5

4.58

.654

3

5

4.76

.511

3

5

4.57

.728

2

5

4.75

.676

3

5

4.58

.584

2

5

4.38

1.015

2

5

4.22

.795

1

5

3.67

1.435

3

5

4.25

.532

5. The textbook provides enough
1
practice for the targeted
grammatical structure
Student techniques when talking in English

5

4.21

1.013

1

5

4.17

1.029

2

5

4.25

.989

3

5

4.25

.794

6. Planning before talking with my
partner helps my English to
improve.

3

5

4.52

.738

2

5

4.00

.953

3

5

4.38

.770

3

5

4.42

.776

7. Talking with my classmates in
English helps my English to
improve.

2

5

4.66

.721

2

5

4.22

.902

1

5

4.63

1.013

3

5

4.63

.711

Student perceptions of the textbook
4. The textbook provides a clear
explanation of the targeted
grammatical structures.
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Table 10: Results of one-way ANOVA test on class variable (four different classes taught by four different English language teachers)
Classes of native English-speaking teacher
Student perceptions of Focus on Form Instruction (FFI)
Student perceptions of FonF importance
1. Form (grammar, vocabulary, spelling, and pronunciation) is quite
important to learn English.
Student views of FonF implementation in class
2. My teacher focuses on form just right.
3. My teacher corrects my grammar, vocabulary, spelling, and
pronunciation mistakes in a positive and encouraging manner.
Student perceptions of the textbook
4. The textbook provides a clear explanation of the targeted
grammatical structures.
5. The textbook provides enough practice for the targeted
grammatical structure
Student techniques when talking in English
6. Planning before talking with my partner helps my English to
improve.
7. Talking with my classmates in English helps my English to
improve.

Native English speakers
N Min Max Mean S.D

Non-native English speakers
N Min Max Mean S.D

52 2

5

4.60

.693

48 3

5

4.58

.613

52 3
52 3

5
5

4.63
4.67

.595
.617

48 3
48 2

5
5

4.58
4.67

.647
.630

52 2

5

4.31

.919

48 1

5

3.96

1.110

52 1

5

4.19

1.011 48 2

5

4.25

.887

52 2

5

4.29

.871

48 3

5

4.40

.765

52 2

5

4.46

.828

48 1

5

4.63

.866
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Table 11: Student ratings of teacher English proficiency variable (Native – Non-Native)
Student perceptions of Focus on Form Instruction (FFI)

Variance group Sum of
Squares

Student perceptions of FonF importance
1. Form (grammar, vocabulary, spelling, and pronunciation) is Between Groups
quite important to learn English.
Within Groups
Total
Student views of FonF implementation in class
2. My teacher focuses on form just right.
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
3. My teacher corrects my grammar, vocabulary, spelling, and Between Groups
pronunciation mistakes in a positive and encouraging
Within Groups
manner.
Total
Student perceptions of the textbook
4. The textbook provides a clear explanation of the targeted
Between Groups
grammatical structures.
Within Groups
Total
5. The textbook provides enough practice for the targeted
Between Groups
grammatical structure
Within Groups
Total
Student techniques when talking in English
6. Planning before talking with my partner helps my English
Between Groups
to improve.
Within Groups
Total
7. Talking with my classmates in English helps my English to Between Groups
improve.
Within Groups
Total

df Mean
Square

FSig. (2ratio tailed)

.982
41.208
42.190

3
96
99

.327
.429

.763

.518

.264
37.526
37.790
.814
37.296
38.110

3
96
99
3
96
99

.088
.391

.225

.879

.271
.388

.699

.555

7.466
96.574
104.040
.097
89.063
89.160

3
96
99
3
96
99

2.489
1.006

2.474

.066

.032
.928

.035

.991

3.740
62.700
66.440
3.125
67.715
70.840

3
96
99
3
96
99

1.247
.653

1.909

.133

1.042
.705

1.477

.226

153

154
Table 11: Student ratings of teacher English proficiency variable (Native – Non-Native) (continued)
Student perceptions of Focus on Form Instruction (FFI)

Variance group Sum of
Squares

Student perceptions of FonF importance
1. Form (grammar, vocabulary, spelling, and pronunciation) is Between Groups
quite important to learn English.
Within Groups
Total
Student views of FonF implementation in class
2. My teacher focuses on form just right.
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
3. My teacher corrects my grammar, vocabulary, spelling, and Between Groups
pronunciation mistakes in a positive and encouraging
Within Groups
manner.
Total
Student perceptions of the textbook
4. The textbook provides a clear explanation of the targeted
Between Groups
grammatical structures.
Within Groups
Total
5. The textbook provides enough practice for the targeted
Between Groups
grammatical structure
Within Groups
Total
Student techniques when talking in English
6. Planning before talking with my partner helps my English
Between Groups
to improve.
Within Groups
Total
7. Talking with my classmates in English helps my English to Between Groups
improve.
Within Groups
Total

df Mean
Square

FSig. (2ratio tailed)

.982
41.208
42.190

3
96
99

.327
.429

.763

.518

.264
37.526
37.790
.814
37.296
38.110

3
96
99
3
96
99

.088
.391

.225

.879

.271
.388

.699

.555

7.466
96.574
104.040
.097
89.063
89.160

3
96
99
3
96
99

2.489
1.006

2.474

.066

.032
.928

.035

.991

3.740
62.700
66.440
3.125
67.715
70.840

3
96
99
3
96
99

1.247
.653

1.909

.133

1.042
.705

1.477

.226
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Table 11: Student ratings of teacher English proficiency variable (Native – Non-Native) (continued)
Student perceptions of Focus on Form Instruction (FFI)

Variance group Sum of
Squares

Student perceptions of FonF importance
1. Form (grammar, vocabulary, spelling, and pronunciation) is Between Groups
quite important to learn English.
Within Groups
Total
Student views of FonF implementation in class
2. My teacher focuses on form just right.
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
3. My teacher corrects my grammar, vocabulary, spelling, and Between Groups
pronunciation mistakes in a positive and encouraging
Within Groups
manner.
Total
Student perceptions of the textbook
4. The textbook provides a clear explanation of the targeted
Between Groups
grammatical structures.
Within Groups
Total
5. The textbook provides enough practice for the targeted
Between Groups
grammatical structure
Within Groups
Total
Student techniques when talking in English
6. Planning before talking with my partner helps my English
Between Groups
to improve.
Within Groups
Total
7. Talking with my classmates in English helps my English to Between Groups
improve.
Within Groups
Total

df Mean
Square

FSig. (2ratio tailed)

.982
41.208
42.190

3
96
99

.327
.429

.763

.518

.264
37.526
37.790
.814
37.296
38.110

3
96
99
3
96
99

.088
.391

.225

.879

.271
.388

.699

.555

7.466
96.574
104.040
.097
89.063
89.160

3
96
99
3
96
99

2.489
1.006

2.474

.066

.032
.928

.035

.991

3.740
62.700
66.440
3.125
67.715
70.840

3
96
99
3
96
99

1.247
.653

1.909

.133

1.042
.705

1.477

.226
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Table 11: Student ratings of teacher English proficiency variable (Native – Non-Native) (continued)

Student perceptions of Focus on Form Instruction (FFI)
Variance group
Student perceptions of FonF importance
1. Form (grammar, vocabulary, spelling, and pronunciation) is Between Groups
quite important to learn English.
Within Groups
Total
Student views of FonF implementation in class
2. My teacher focuses on form just right.
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total
3. My teacher corrects my grammar, vocabulary, spelling, and Between Groups
pronunciation mistakes in a positive and encouraging
Within Groups
manner.
Total
Student perceptions of the textbook
4. The textbook provides a clear explanation of the targeted
Between Groups
grammatical structures.
Within Groups
Total
5. The textbook provides enough practice for the targeted
Between Groups
grammatical structure
Within Groups
Total
Student techniques when talking in English
6. Planning before talking with my partner helps my English
Between Groups
to improve.
Within Groups
Total
7. Talking with my classmates in English helps my English to Between Groups
improve.
Within Groups
Total

Sum of
Squares

Mean
Square

Fratio

Sig. (2tailed)

df

.982
41.208
42.190

3
96
99

.327
.429

.763

.518

.264
37.526
37.790
.814
37.296
38.110

3
96
99
3
96
99

.088
.391

.225

.879

.271
.388

.699

.555

7.466
96.574
104.040
.097
89.063
89.160

3
96
99
3
96
99

2.489
1.006

2.474

.066

.032
.928

.035

.991

3.740
62.700
66.440
3.125
67.715
70.840

3
96
99
3
96
99

1.247
.653

1.909

.133

1.042
.705

1.477

.226
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Table 12: T-test results on teacher English proficiency variable (Native – Non-native)

Group Statistics

Teacher
Descriptive statistics
t-test for Equality of Means
English
N Mean S.D
S.E of tdf Sig. (2- Difference
proficiency
Mean value
tailed)

Student perceptions of FonF importance
1. Form (grammar, vocabulary, spelling, and
Native
pronunciation) is quite important to learn
Nonnative
English.
Student views of FonF implementation in class
2. My teacher focuses on form just right.
Native
Nonnative
3. My teacher corrects my grammar, vocabulary, Native
spelling, and pronunciation mistakes in a
Nonnative
positive and encouraging manner.
Student perceptions of the textbook
4. The textbook provides a clear explanation of
Native
the targeted grammatical structures.
Nonnative
5. The textbook provides enough practice for the Native
targeted grammatical structure
Nonnative
Student techniques when talking in English
6. Planning before talking with my partner helps Native
my English to improve.
Nonnative
7. Talking with my classmates in English helps
Native
my English to improve.
Nonnative

52 4.60
48 4.58

.693
.613

.096
.088

.098

98 .922

.013

52
48
52
48

4.63
4.58
4.67
4.67

.595
.647
.617
.630

.083
.093
.086
.091

.413

98 .681

.051

.051

98 .959

.006

52
48
52
48

4.31
3.96
4.19
4.25

.919
1.110
1.011
.887

.127
.160
.140
.128

1.719

98 .089

.349

-.302

98 .763

-.058

52
48
52
48

4.29
4.40
4.46
4.63

.871
.765
.828
.866

.121
.110
.115
.125

-.653

98 .515

-.107

-.965

98 .337

-.163

157
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The third dimension examined students’ perceptions of the textbook. This
dimension consists of two items. The first item asked if the textbook provides a clear
explanation of the targeted grammatical structures. Students’ responses in regard to
that were between the ratings of ‘seldom’ to ‘always,’ favoring the ‘usually' rating
(mean = 4.14), which received the lowest rating among the items of student measures,
confirming that the textbook ‘usually’ provides a clear explanation of the targeted
grammatical structures, as shown in Table 8. The ratings of the four classes on this
item, shown in Table 9, were consistent with each other, indicating that they shared
the perception that the textbook ‘usually’ provides a clear explanation of the targeted
grammatical structures (mean of 3.67 for class 3 and 4.38 for class 1). There were no
significant variances (f-ratio = 2.474, sig. = 0.066) between their ratings that could be
attributed to their class group, as presented in Table 10. This confirms that the students
found the textbook ‘always’ provides a clear explanation of the targeted grammatical
structures. Testing for any significant differences between the students’ perceptions on
this item that could be related to the teachers' English proficiency (native – non-native)
variable, the results in Table 11 show that the two groups of students had the same
perceptions that the textbook provides a clear explanation of the targeted grammatical
structures. Group 1 was taught by a native English speaker (mean = 4.31) and group 2
by a non-native English speaker (mean = 3.96). The t-test (Table 12) confirmed there
were no significant differences that could be attributed to the English proficiency
variable (t-value = 1.719, sig. = 0.089).
The second item on the third dimension asked if the textbook provides enough
practice for the targeted grammatical structure. The students’ responses were between
the rating of ‘often’ and ‘always,’ favoring the ‘always’ rating (mean = 4.22),
confirming that the textbook ‘usually’ provides enough practice for the targeted
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grammatical structure (mean of 4.17 for class 2 and 4.25 for classes 3 and 4), as shown
in Table 8. The ratings of the four classes on this item, shown in Table 9, were
consistent with each other, indicating they shared the perception that the textbook
‘usually’ provides enough practice for the targeted grammatical structure. There were
also no significant variances (f-ratio = 0.035, sig. = 0.991) between their ratings that
could be attributed to their class group, as shown in Table 10. This confirms that the
students found the textbook ‘usually’ provides enough practice for the targeted
grammatical structure. Testing for any significant differences between the students'
perceptions on this item that could be related to the teachers' English proficiency
(native – non-native) variable, the results in Table 11 show that the two groups of
students had the same perception that the textbook ‘usually’ provides enough practice
for the targeted grammatical structure. Group 1 was taught by a native English speaker
(mean = 4.19) and group 2 by a non-native English speaker (mean = 4.25). The t-test
(Table 12) confirmed there were no significant differences that could be attributed to
the English proficiency variable (t-value = -0.302, sig. = 0.763).
The fourth dimension attempted to understand students’ techniques when
talking in English. This dimension consists of two items. The first item asked if
planning before talking with a student partner helps his/her English to improve.
Students’ responses were between the rating of ‘often’ and ‘always,’ favoring the
‘usually' rating (mean = 4.34), confirming that planning before talking with a student
partner ‘usually’ helps his/her English to improve, as shown in Table 8. The ratings of
the four classes on this item, shown in Table 9, were consistent with each other,
indicating they shared the perception that planning before talking with a student
partner ‘usually’ helps his/her English to improve (mean of 4.00 for class 2 and 4.52
for class 1). There were also no significant variances (f-ratio = 1.247, sig. = 0.133)
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between their ratings that could be attributed to their class group, as presented in Table
10. This confirms that the students find planning before talking with a student partner
‘usually’ helpful to his/her English to improve. Testing for any significant differences
between the students' perceptions on this item that could be related to the teachers'
English proficiency (native – non-native) variable, the results in Table 11 show that
the two groups of students had the same perception that planning before talking with
a student partner ‘usually’ helps his/her English to improve. Group 1 was taught by a
native English speaker (mean = 4.29) and group 2 by a no-native English speaker
(mean = 4.40). The t-test (Table 12) confirmed that there were no significant
differences that could be attributed to the English proficiency variable (t-value = 0.653, sig. = 0.515).
The second item on the fourth dimension asked if talking with classmates in
English helps him/her English to improve. The students’ responses were between the
rating of ‘seldom’ and ‘always,’ favoring the ‘always’ rating (mean = 4.54),
confirming that talking with classmates in English ‘always’ helps his/her English to
improve (mean of 4.22 for class 2 and 4.66 for class 1), as shown in Table 8. The
ratings of the four classes on this item, shown in Table 9, were consistent with each
other, indicating that they had the same perception that talking with classmates in
English ‘usually’ helps their English to improve. There were also no significant
variances (f-ratio = 1.477, sig. = 0.226) between their ratings that could be attributed
to their class group, as presented in Table 10. This confirms that the students find
talking with classmates in English ‘always’ helps their English to improve. Testing for
any significant differences between the students' perceptions on this item that could be
attributed to the teachers' English proficiency (native – non-native) variable, the results
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in Table 11 show that the two groups of students had the same perception that talking
with classmates in English helps their English to improve. This was so even though
group 1, which was taught by a native English speaker, rated the perception at the
upper end of the ‘usually’ level (mean = 4.46), while group 2, which was taught by a
non-native English speaker, rated the perception at the ‘always’ level (mean = 4.63).
The t-test (Table 12) confirmed there were no significant differences that could be
attributed to the English proficiency variable (t-value = -0.965, sig. = 0.337).
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Chapter 7: Discussion and Conclusion
This study examined how a task-based textbook enhances form acquisition and
how the potential gaps between theory and practice might be addressed. The study also
aimed to explore teachers’ and students’ views and perceptions towards the textbooks
and the implementation of FonF within a TBLT framework. Adopting an experimental
study approach, the data set included a total of one unit taught by four teachers on the
same theme, with individual lesson plans and teaching materials. Data were collected
from classroom observations, field notes, documentations of student work, as well as
interviews with teachers and surveys of both teachers and students.
The purpose of this concluding chapter is four-fold:
•! To discuss the findings of the current study in relation to the growing body
of research on TBLT and FonF
•! To show how teachers are diverse in the performance and implementation
of TBLT and FonF
•! To discuss the role of teachers’ and students’ views towards TBLT, FonF,
and the textbook
•! To discuss the meaning and interpretations of findings, as well as provide
suggestions for further future research.
7.1 Introduction and Background
Four English language teachers, two native and two non-native, from three
different intermediate governmental schools in Al Ain City, UAE, participated in this
study. The four teachers were observed teaching the same grade (grade 7), the same
unit from the coursebook, and with the same learning outcomes assigned by ADEK.
The data set included one unit taught by the four teachers on the same topic but with
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different lesson plans and teaching materials. All participating teachers engaged in
interviews and supplementary surveys in which they shared their experiences as
participants in the UAE English-language teaching community for over 10 years each.
In addition, the teachers expressed their views on FonF through TBLT approach.
Teachers were able to reflect on the possibilities and constraints of implementing
TBLT in the UAE intermediate-school educational setting. Further, one hundred
students from the same three schools participated in this study. The students were
observed and surveyed too. They were able to express their views regarding FonF and
their classroom teachers’ implementation of TBLT and FonF in teaching practice.
7.2 Discussion of Findings
The findings of the current study revealed clear differences in terms of
teachers’ teaching practices regarding the implementation of FonF through the
textbook that is TBLT supported. Teacher performance regarding TBLT application
was assessed by the first learning outcome (LO1), ‘retrieve, interpret, and reflect on
information and ideas in a written text.’ In regard to FonF, it was assessed based on
the second learning outcome (LO2), ‘edit grammar, spelling, and punctuation.’
Teachers used different tasks and strategies to fulfill the two mentioned learning
outcomes the matter that created the variety and difference in their teaching
performance.
Results showed that all teachers were able to fulfill the LO1 but were not able
to implement TBLT to the same extent. While the NSs were able to implement TBLT
framework in their instruction successfully but NS1 did not refer to the textbook while
NS2 did that with the use of the textbook. NNSs implemented the framework with
reference to the textbook but without covering the final post-task stage. In regard to
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LO2 and FonF implementation, all participating teachers were able to fulfill the LO2
but not all of them were able to apply FonF successfully. While NS1 was able to
implement FonF in the communicative and expected way, NS2 did not. Instead, she
did form-focused instruction (FFI) where the overriding focus of the tasks were for
accuracy rather than meaning. Further, NNS1 was focusing on accuracy and forms at
the expense of fluency, while NNS2 did the reverse, focusing on meaning only over
form.
From another perspective that assesses teachers' views and perceptions towards
TBLT, FonF, and the textbook (RQ2) and how they believed they affect students’
learning, this study showed that all four teachers agreed that form was important for
language learning and mastering and that it helped students improve their
communication skills, even though the students found it 'useless to study.' Further, the
findings indicate that using authentic texts when teaching grammar (through TBLT)
took more time but was more beneficial for student learning. However, while native
speakers often thought trying to connect meaning and form in context confused
students, non-native teachers thought it always did, which explains their inability to
do FonF in the appropriate way. Lastly, regarding teachers’ views towards the
textbook, all teachers found it a good but insufficient resource, as they had to prepare
extra materials to fulfill the LOs required by ADEK.
In relations to students’ views towards their classroom teachers’
implementation of FonF (RQ3), this study showed that students found FonF essential
and integral for their language learning, as did their teachers. From their perspective,
their teachers focus on form in the right way and correct their errors in a positive and
encouraging way. They also found the textbook a great resource for learning form,
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including grammar, vocabulary, spelling, and pronunciation and they believed that it
offers enough explanation for the targeted structures.
In regard to the challenges and constraints that face implementing TBLT and
FonF in the UAE EFL middle-school educational setting (RQ4), the study revealed a
number of issues. These included:
•! Lack of motivation
•! A gap between students' current level of proficiency and the required level
•! Lack of a reading culture
•! Large number of students in classes
•! Lack of practical ideas in the textbook, especially with low-level students
•! Sticking to the learning outcomes
•! Time constraints
•! Effect of L1 on pronunciation and conjugating verbs.
In line with the obtained findings, teachers differed in enacting TBLT and FonF
in their classrooms along four dimensions:
•! The ability and extent to fulfill the two learning outcomes
•! The type of FonF employed in the classroom
•! The discoursal strategies used for doing FonF (i.e., editing, self and peer
correction, etc.)
•! The ability to implement TBLT successfully in the classroom based on the
design of the lessons with or without the textbook.
These findings imply that the most important factors that contribute to
enhancing language learning are not the task or the pedagogic framework the textbook
is built on per se, but rather the teachers' successful understanding of the framework
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and their reactions to student needs in the classroom environment. Below is a
discussion of the findings that are related to the implementation of TBLT and FonF.
7.2.1 Findings related to TBLT Implementation
Findings of this section and the subsequent section, FonF implementation,
answered the first and the main research question: “Are there any differences between
teachers’ implementation of focus on form (FonF) in a task-based language teaching
(TBLT) EFL middle-school context in the UAE?” This RQ was answered positively
and it revealed clearly the differences between the four participating teachers in terms
of their fulfillment of the LOs and the application of TBLT and FonF. In regard to the
implementation of TBLT approach, the four participating teachers displayed clear
differences. While the NSs were able to adopt the framework successfully in their
instruction using different strategies, the NNSs were not able to do so to the expected
standards. Further, while NS1 was able to implement TBLT in her instruction but
without any reference to the coursebook, NS2 and the two NNSs did it with the use of
the coursebook. No wonder, NS1 was not aware that the textbook was TBLTsupported and she explicitly expressed that lack of awareness in the interview. She
believed that the textbook was a good resource but not a teaching tool for what was
required by ADEK. In comparison, NS2 and the NNSs were aware that the textbook
was TBLT-supported and found it a good resource but the teacher still had to develop
extra worksheets to make sure students had good foundations, especially in grammar,
as they mentioned in the interview. Further, they felt that some activities in the
textbook were not suitable for low-level learners. We may conclude that there was an
agreement between the teachers that the textbook was a good resource but was not
compatible with ADEC requirements to fulfill the assigned learning outcomes.
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Additionally, although teachers were supposed to follow a teaching approach
suggested by ADEK called 'Abilities that Constitute 21st Century Skills' (i.e., critical
thinking, creativity, collaboration, and communication), in fact this was not the case.
Moreover, there were two long-term tasks required by ADEK to be accomplished by
the end of the term that asked teachers to stick to the TBLT approach, ‘the Integrated
Strand Task (IST)’ and ‘the Product Task.’ However, it was outside the scope of this
study to examine the implementation of each. In fact, practically and on a daily basis,
teachers followed various approaches in their teaching, as will be described below.
7.2.1.1 Native Speaker 1
NS1 was considered to have successfully adopted the TBLT approach in her
teaching. This conclusion is demonstrated by a number of practices in her instruction.
For instance, she encouraged the use of authentic language in her teaching by asking
the students to bring magazines to introduce them to the concept of ‘advertising’ and
‘propaganda.’ She also asked the students to organize themselves into groups in which
they had the chance to discuss the magazines they had, share the knowledge, scaffold
each other, and work together. Students were working in groups and using language
to accomplish the tasks required. Ellis (2008) asserts that pair/group work allows
students to take risks and scaffold each other's effort. Moreover, pair and group-work
enriches

student-student

interaction,

collaborative

learning,

purposeful

communication, and learner needs.
The design of a task-based lesson involves a number of stages in which the task
constitutes the basic component. Several designs have been proposed for creating taskbased lessons (Estaire & Zanon, 1994; Prabhu, 1987; Skehan, 1996a; Willis, 1996,
2012). Although all have in common the same three principal phases (pre-task, the task
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cycle, and post-task or language focus phase), one of the basic frameworks for creating
an effective task-based learning lesson is that established by Jane Willis (1996) (Figure
4).

Figure 4: TBLT framework by Jane Willis (1996).

Willis’s framework represents what NS1 did in her class. In the pre-task stage,
the teacher organized the students into groups and asked them to discuss the role of
shopping in their lives. They were also given handouts about the different types of
advertising in the media and examples of advertising as a way to familiarize and
prepare them for the main task, as Figure 5 illustrates.
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Figure 5: Examples of propaganda in advertising

The given worksheet (See Appendix G) guided the students in justifying their
ideas and opinions by using the information from the text.
In the task stage, the students worked in their groups and chose three
advertisements from the magazines they brought to present in front of class. They
explained how they felt when they looked at the advertisements and explained to their
partners whether they would purchase the products being advertised. In addition, NS1
required the students to undertake a long-term task that develops their reflection skills.
The task was asking each student to think about creating an advertisement for a new
candy bar, a candy bar not at the market or in the store (See Appendix G). In this task,
the students had the opportunity to select a specific advertisement that they wanted to
share with their target audience. They were required to work in pairs and explain how
they felt when they looked at the selected advertisement and clarify for their partners
whether would they purchase the product being advertised. Accordingly, students
reflect ed on the advertisements and expressed their views about buying the advertised
item. Several advertisements based on a specific target audience were created.
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However, it was out of the scope of this study to see the outcomes of the students in
this task. Students were given a detailed instruction on how to do the task and time for
planning. The purpose of both communicative tasks was fluency and linguistic
development. This dual focus would not occur without a focus on form.
At the final stage, the post-task, three students from each group presented orally
the three advertisements they chose. While the students were presenting, the teacher
took notes of the areas where students had problems with and needed reinforcement
(language focus). The students also received feedback from the teacher and were
informed on how successfully they did the task.
7.2.1.2 Native Speaker 2
NS2 too was able to adopt a TBLT approach in her teaching successfully. As
a pre-task activity, students were presented with a PowerPoint presentation showing
the different ways people shop and the places they shop at. This presentation activity
introduced students to the various means of shopping and prepared them to the most
likely terms/vocabulary they would use in the main task. In the task stage, students
were asked to discuss in groups the different places and ways of shopping. They were
also referred to the textbook to skim read pieces about ways of shopping (i.e., shopping
malls, internet shopping, door-to-door shopping, etc.) and then compare any two
different ways of shopping based on the reading text in the course book.
To do the comparison, students were given a Venn diagram worksheet to list
and represent the similarities and differences between the various ways they chose
(See Appendix H). Finally, students exchanged the papers and had the chance to look
at their colleagues’ comparisons and correct the language problems if there were any.

171
Another post-task activity was asking the students to list the advantages and
disadvantages of the different forms of shopping using their own ideas in the writing
section in their course books. After that, students were asked to swap their books with
their friends and mark each other’s writing. Finally, students were given a worksheet
‘editing and revising’ and asked to work individually on them, identify the problems,
and then write the sentences correctly on the lines provides (see Appendix J).
7.2.1.3 Non-native Speaker 1
NNS1 was implementing TBLT in the design of her lesson too, although the
final stage, post-task, was not covered. Following Willis’s (1996, 2012) framework,
as a pre-task, students brainstormed on different types of shops that they already knew
(shopping malls, internet shopping, door-to-door, etc.) and asked how they shop from
each. As a main task, students listened to an audio from the assigned textbook that
described different shops and what they could buy from each. They were given a
worksheet which they filled with the information they heard (See Appendix K). The
names of the various means of shops in the worksheet were translated to the students’
first language (L1) to make sure that they understood the name of each shop. Students
used the reading in their book to skim and scan for more information in order to
complete the worksheet. After that students started a collaborative discussion about
the information they gathered.
There are four criteria described by Ellis (2009b) that need be in a languageteaching activity in order for it to be counted as a task, and these include:
•!

A primary focus on meaning

•!

A gap (e.g., the learner has to do something in order to complete the task)
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•!

Requiring learners to rely on their own resources (linguistic and non-linguistic)

•!

An outcome (e.g., something to show for having successfully performed the
task, not just a display of language; see Ellis, 2009b, p. 223).
The activity held by NNS1 was a task because its main focus was meaning. For

the students to be able to complete the worksheet, they read and skimmed from the
extracts in the reading section in their textbook. They also had to rely on their own
linguistic resources to do the task. Finally, there was a clear outcome: the learners’
written information about what can be bought from each shop was the proof for having
done the task. However, there was no post-task phase. It would be a good focus on
form if the NNS1 brought the related words and phrases to learners’ attention in the
final stage or highlighted the areas (language forms, grammar issues, or related terms)
where the students needed more reinforcement and work.
7.2.1.4 Non-native Speaker 2
NNS2 implemented TBLT in her lesson but without covering the final stage,
post-task. As a pre-task, students brainstormed the ways and places of shopping by
asking them to discuss them in groups. The students had a chance to look at pictures
in the reading passages in the textbooks to answer the questions. In the task phase, the
teacher distributed different pictures for different stores. Each group had one based on
the information in the reading passages to relate and describe (the task). Based on the
pictures, students interpreted the information and thought about the type of the shop
and what each was expected to sell (See Appendix I).
Again, following Willis’s (1996, 2012) framework, and based on Shehadeh's
(2005) and Ellis's (2009) definition of the task, the above activity is a task as it
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coincides with conditions required for the task mentioned above. Its central focus was
on meaning. Additionally, there was a gap in which the students had to work in groups
and skim the extracts in their textbook to identify the various shops and do the task.
Students had to use their own linguistic resources to do the task. Finally, there was a
clear outcome and a written report for the performance of the task that the students
shared with their teacher and classmates. However, like NNS1, there was no post-task
stage covered in her lesson.
7.2.2 Findings related to FonF Implementation
This study looked at the implementation of FonF involved and examined a
number of areas related to the ability of teachers to teach the linguistic forms in a
communicative and effective way. These included:
•! The type of the emphasized linguistic forms (i.e., responding, student
initiated, or teacher initiated)
•! The source of the linguistic form (i.e., communicational or as a result of
linguistic problem)
•! Complexity (i.e., simple and involves a simple change or complex and
involves several changes)
•! Directness (i.e., direct resolved explicitly or indirect and requires recast,
clarification request, repeat and elicit solution)
•! The linguistic focus (grammar, vocabulary, spelling, discourse,
pronunciation, and morphology).
Below is a description of the performance of each teacher.
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7.2.2.1 Native Speaker 1
NS1 was able to focus on form to a good extent and in particular in a reactive
way using different strategies. For example, as a warm-up, NS1 gave the students a
dictation activity. This activity fulfilled the first learning outcome where the students
had to do the editing of the spelling, grammar, and punctuation. The dictation describes
the plan of the week, what students would study in the session, or a small introduction
about the theme itself (See Appendix L for samples of the dictation accomplished by
the students of the first group). As it can be seen from the examples, students got to
write the correct form of the dictated passage directly below their dictation so they
could compare their version of the text with the original. NS1 provided the students
with opportunities to edit their work when the teacher wrote the correct form of the
dictation text on the board and asked the students to check their work individually. The
students counted their errors in a circle. Self-assessment enabled students to identify
their strengths, weaknesses, and, in cooperation with the teacher, they made further
plans for improvement (Ellis, 2008).
Further, the teacher used strategies to spell familiar and unfamiliar words, (i.e.,
asking the students to rewrite the incorrect forms with a contrasted color in their
notebooks, using voice intonation to help students know the correct pronunciation and
the appropriate punctuation, asking the students questions about the correct use of
punctuation, grammatical features, and the use of capital letters at the start of a
sentence or with proper nouns). NS1 employed an explicit reactive FonF strategy in
the editing of the dictation task, as well as in the discussion after. For instance, she
signaled the incorrect pronunciation of the word ‘bazar’, as illustrated below.
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Example 1
S: Bazr
NS1: Bazaar
S: Bazaar
In other cases, the teacher rephrases the error made without the students
realizing that the teacher corrects the error, as the example below shows.
Example 2
S: On the weekend we go to Dubai.
NS1: Oh girls, over the weekend I too went to Dubai Mall with my friends and
watched a movie.
Directing learners’ attention occasionally from meaning to a linguistic form
and form-meaning connections by an interlocutor is FonF as Long (1991) and Long
and Crookes (1992) describe it. This shift was triggered by a perceived problem in the
production of the student and was initiated by either the teacher or the student.
Additionally, the teacher was able to identify the areas where the students had
problems, based on the students’ written work, with the interaction taking place in the
classroom, and in the oral presentation students did in the candy bar task (discussed
earlier in the section on implementation of TBLT). Learners’ written work was the
main source of data where learning happened by correcting mistakes related to
spelling, as well as morphology and grammar. In such situations, learners test out
hypotheses about how the target language works and this is where the ‘internalization
process’ occurs as SLA researchers such as Ellis (2008) and Shehadeh (2003) state. In
fact, the dictation activity generally supported the listening and writing of students’
skills. Simultaneously, it created opportunities for various skills such as the correcting
pronunciation and spelling of the key words in the theme assigned, editing their
spelling, grammar and punctuation, and the use of their notebooks. Reviewing past
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studies in the literature, it has been found that teachers utilize dictation as an evaluation
method (Coşkun, Taşkaya, & Bal, 2013; Baydık, Ergül, & Bahap Kudret, 2012;
Demirel & Şahinel, 2006). Dictation tasks work also on accuracy and fluency in the
four language learning skills. For example, it provides the students with a chance to
notice their language problems (i.e., spelling mistakes, missing articles, absence of
third person ‘s’, etc.) and enables them to notice features of pronunciation such as
weak forms, linking and elision.
7.2.2.2 Native Speaker 2
In regard to the approach used for teaching grammar, NS2 mentioned in the
interview that grammar teaching practice is in context with testing prior knowledge
and then building on and adding to it. This is done by giving the students examples
from the theme, the textbook, Integrated Strand Task (IST), and the Product Task
which students work on. She stated: “Start with the rule so ensure that students know
the foundations then they practice the use of the targeted structure in authentic
examples they see around them”. Based on the observation of her teaching practice,
her performance in terms of implementing FonF was considered less compared to the
first native speaker. She used a pre-emptive FonF strategy that is classified in the
literature as teacher-initiated (Long, 1985). She also adopted query means to check
whether the students knew a particular linguistic form, capitalization rules and
punctuation marks when she wrote a couple of sentences on the board and asked the
students to identify the errors, as in the two examples below.
Example 1
NS2: why do we have to put a capital letter here?
S: because it’s at the beginning of the sentence.
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Example 2
NS2: what sort of punctuation that goes at the end of the sentence?
S: question mark.
NS2: How did you know?
S: because of wh-word.
In the above examples, there was no shift to form. The main goal was to
understand the function of punctuation and capitalization. These two examples are not
FonF, but rather FonFs. Additionally, NS2 asked the students to complete the writing
section in the book as homework. The task asked the students to complete the
advantages and disadvantages of different forms of shopping using their own ideas.
After that the students were asked to swap their books with their friends and mark each
other’s writing. Students were also given a worksheet ‘editing and revising’ and asked
to work individually on them, identify the problems, and write the sentences correctly
on the lines provided (See Appendix J for samples of student work). In this case, FonF
was generated by the teacher and the students had the chance to do both self– and peercorrection. Again, this was not a FonF technique because meaning and communication
were not the overriding focus. By these three activities, the teacher was able to fulfill
the second learning outcome, 'editing grammar, spelling, and punctuation,' through the
three activities but not focusing on form in the proper way. She was doing the editing
perfectly and language focus but without focusing on form in the proper way either.
What she did on the three tasks was form-focused instruction (FFI), which should not
be confused with FonF. The former is an umbrella term used to refer to
any pedagogical technique, proactive or reactive, implicit or explicit,
used to draw students’ attention to language form. It includes focus
on form procedures, but also all the activities used for focus on
forms, such as exercises written specifically to teach a grammatical
structure and used proactively, i.e., at moment the teacher, not the
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learner, has decided will be appropriate for learning the new item.
(Long, 1998, p. 41)
Accordingly, since in none of the mentioned examples did form arise in the
meaning tasks but rather all were prepared and scheduled in advance, NS2 was not
considered doing FonF in the right and appropriate way.
7.2.2.3 Non-native Speaker 1
NNS1 was over-focusing on form and accuracy and unable to fulfill the
learning outcome related to editing. Students were given a worksheet, ‘comparative
adjectives,’ and asked to work individually on it (See Appendix M). The worksheet
showed examples of ways of doing comparison that were photo-supported. Then the
grammatical rule was clearly described and followed with some exercises in which the
students had to produce the correct comparative form and the opposites of some
adjectives. A number of drill practices were followed. This is purely a language focus
activity. It has a direct and an explicit attention to language forms only. It also targets
a specific grammatical rule. This is FonFs instruction, as described by Long (1998).
NNS1 taught the students the grammatical structure and the vocabulary before they
encountered them in texts or the tasks. At the end, it is the responsibility of the student
to synthesize the parts for use in communication, which is why Wilkins (1976) called
this the synthetic approach to syllabus design. Long (1998) states that in FonFs
approach, not only the syllabus is synthetic, but also learners have to master linguistic
items one at a time to native-like levels using synthetic materials, methodology, and
pedagogy. This activity/exercise can be turned to a task-based one rather than a
grammar-based one if its main focus was meaning and students’ attention was shifted
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to linguistic forms when they experience problems as they work on the communicative
task (Long, 1998).
7.2.2.4 Non-native Speaker 2
Although NNS2 was able to fulfill the second learning outcome related to
editing, she was under focusing on form. NNS2 asked the students to complete the
writing activity in the textbook and, after they had done that, they were asked to swap
their books. However, no checking from the teacher on the editing of students work to
each other was taking place. Further, no interaction between the teacher and the
students, and between the students themselves, took place either. Additionally, no
peer-correction strategy to check the ability of learners to provide each other with
corrective feedback, recast, uptake in order to resolve the problems they encountered
throughout the task was taking place. Based on that, NNS2 seemed to be in a focus on
meaning approach that supports the proposal that L2 learning, like L1 learning, is not
intentional but incidental (i.e., while doing something else) and implicit (i.e., without
awareness) (Long, 1998). Learners are presented with comprehensible and interesting
samples of L2 use that are relevant to the theme assigned but it is the learner's job to
analyze the L2. Long argued for many years in a number of publications that
comprehensible L2 input is necessary but not sufficient. Therefore, a pure focus on
meaning is not enough for mastering the target language.
7.3 Teacher Views and Perceptions of TBLT, FonF, and the Textbook
RQ2: “What are the teachers’ perceptions of and attitudes towards Focus on
Form (FonF), task-based language teaching (TBLT), and the prescribed textbook?” In
order to answer RQ2, the four teachers were engaged in interviews and supplementary
surveys in which they shared their experiences as participants in the English-language
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teaching community in UAE for more than 10 years each. RQ2 was answered
positively and their answers clearly stated. The teachers’ survey was given to the four
participating teachers after they completed the unit in order to investigate five
dimensions: (1) their views and perceptions towards FonF and how they believed it
could impact students’ ability; (2) their views on FonF implementation within TBLT
context; (3) their understanding of FonF and error correction; (4) students’ perception
of form from the teachers’ perspective; and (5) to find whether the Arabic language
(L1) causes difficulty in form acquisition due to the structural contrast with English.
The survey was followed by semi-structured interviews to explore the same issues, as
well as to find out the challenges and limitations in implementing TBLT in the UAE
school educational setting.
Results show that all four teachers agreed that form was important for language
learning and mastering, although the students found it useless to study. Ellis (1995)
and Spada (1997) found empirical evidence that form focused instruction (including
FonF) is essential for SLA. Doughty and Williams (1998) show in a number of
empirical studies too that FonF with adults and children in a variety of classroom
setting is effective. In regard to teachers’ views of FonF implementation within TBLT
framework, results in this study show that teachers trust that studying form helps
students improve their communication skills and using authentic texts when teaching
grammar takes more time but it is beneficial for students’ learning. However, while
native speakers often think trying to connect meaning and form in context confuses
students, non-native teachers think it always does, which explains their inability to do
FonF in the appropriate way.
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All four teachers mentioned in the interview that they teach form in context.
However, the way each taught it varied. For instance, NS2 mentioned that, “when I
teach vocabulary, I refer to parts of speech (noun, verbs, adjectives, adverbs, etc.) so
learners can always understand the relationship between form and vocabulary.’
Practically, and as observed by the researcher, NS2 is not following the principles of
FonF. She focuses on the structural parts of language but in a different way. For
instance, pronunciation is practiced on a daily basis because learners do not have that
background. However, although spelling is not given much emphasis, students are
given a weekly spelling test on the core theme of vocabulary prescribed by ADEK.
Further, her students are engaged weekly in activities where they look up meanings,
use words in sentences, and communication activities. The non-native Englishspeaking teachers view it as of ‘moderate’ importance to put emphasis on teaching
form in their lessons. They justified that view by saying “there are other learning
outcomes that we are required to cover.” Meanwhile, three teachers (NS1 and the
NNSs) assert that natural exposure to foreign language is enough for acquiring the
linguistic competence.
From another perspective related to teachers’ views of error correction, while
native speakers believed that students usually should be corrected in speaking when
their errors hinder getting the message across, the non-native teachers believed they
often should be corrected, even though ‘usual’ and ‘often’ correction of errors is
considered explicit negative feedback that results in a FonFs lesson, as Long (1997)
calls it. In this survey the statement was specific to those situations when errors
hindered the student from getting the message across, which gradually leads to FonF.
In support of this, the four teachers believe that immediate correction of students’ oral
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mistakes helps to prevent fossilization (stabilization) of erroneous patterns.
Surprisingly, three of them, but not NS2, supported explicit feedback of speaking
errors regardless of the situation, a view that conflicts with a FonF approach, which
does not require instant correction of errors. Also, the teachers believed that peer
correction of errors is more favorable for students than teacher-student correction.
Finally, all four teachers hold the view that Arabic language (L1) causes difficulty in
learning English grammar because of the structural differences between the two
languages. For instance, one of the main differences between Arabic and English
grammar is that English has verbal sentences only, whereas Arabic has both nominal
and verbal sentences and does not require a verb.
7.4 Student Views and Perceptions of Teachers’ Implementation of FonF
In the current study, 100 students in grade 7 from three schools in Al Ain City
answered RQ3. Students were engaged in surveys in which they reflected positively
their perceptions of and views towards the importance and the implementation of
TBLT and FonF. The student survey provided data about their views of teachers’
application of FonF from their perspectives and their perceptions of the textbook.
Specifically, the survey aimed to explore students' perceptions of and views of their
teachers’ implementation of FonF from their perspectives. Results showed that
students found FonF important and integral for their language learning as did their
teachers. They believed that teachers focus on it in the right way and correct their errors
in a positive and encouraging way. They also valued the textbook for learning form,
including grammar, vocabulary, spelling, and pronunciation and found the explanation
for the targeted structures to be clear and the proposed practice sufficient. Additionally,
students indicated that planning before talking with student partner ‘usually’ helps
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their English to improve, as well as talking with classmates in English. They also felt
that talking with their classmates in English ‘always’ helps their English to improve.
7.5 Challenges and Possibilities of TBLT and FonF in the UAE
Implementing TBLT and FonF in the UAE has several challenges based on the
interview conducted with the four participating teachers to answer the fourth and final
research questions. Teachers mentioned in their interviews seven issues in regard to
the application of the two pedagogical aspects. These include:
•! Lack of motivation, especially with low-level students
•! A gap between students' current level of proficiency and the required
level
•! Lack of a reading culture
•! Large number of students in classes
•! Lack of practical ideas in the textbook, especially with low-level
students
•! Sticking to the learning outcomes
•! Time constraints
•! Effect of L1 on pronunciation and conjugating verbs.
To overcome such problems, the suggested solutions include building a culture
of love of reading in the classrooms (establishing reading clubs and encouraging
students to buy books), or familarizing students with technology in the classes to use
the online reading programs suggested by ADEK (i.e., RAZ-Kids). Additionally, for
the purpose of encouraging reading, NS1 started a homework project in which students
were asked to write a children’s book for the Abu Dhabi Reads Project. They were
given two weeks to write, illustrate, and print their children book (see Appendix N).
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Reading allows learners to observe and accumulate form when they have the
opportunity to see what the sentence looks like (i.e., starts with capital letter, has to
have subject-verb agreement, etc.).
7.6 Limitations
One of the aims of this study was identifying the limitations of implementing
TBLT in the UAE intermediate-school educational setting. Accordingly, this section
identifies the limitations and how future research can build on the current findings to
advance the knowledge in the TBLT and FonF field. The limitations of this study
include two matters: (1) the issue of generalizability of the results; and (2) the selection
of participants.
One of the limitations of the current study was the issue of generalizability in
regard to the results. The main goal of the study was not addressing teachers’ and
students’ beliefs towards TBLT, FonF, and the textbook among all EFL teachers in
ADEK schools in the UAE. Rather, its aim was to offer a rich description of their
perceptions, as well as identifying the differences between four teachers teaching
within the TBLT framework and how they react to FonF, which is an integral part of
the learning process. Future research can build on the current results by designing
large-scale studies to examine teacher and students’ perceptions across the Emirate of
Abu Dhabi regarding the application of TBLT framework in UAE classrooms. In
addition, different grade levels of students could be involved in any upcoming study.
The second limitation of the study was in involving participants in interviews
and classrooms observations. Many teachers refuse to be involved in interviews or
having their classes observed especially for research purposes. This might be because
teachers in the UAE educational setting were not often asked to reflect on their views
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or having their classes observed. I met 12 teachers but only four of them agreed to be
part of this study. All the participating teachers had no less than 10 years of teaching
experience. Research has shown that the teaching experience impacts the way teachers
prepare their lessons, their reactions in various situations in the classrooms, as well as
their views and practices (Borko & Livingston, 1989; Tsui, 2003). Based on that,
future research might examine how factors such as teaching experience might impact
teachers’ performance and practices.
7.7 Conclusion and Recommendations
This study sought to examine the possibility of implementing TBLT in the
UAE with a particular attention to FonF which is an integral part of the TBLT
framework. It identified the differences between four EFL teachers when they
introduced meaning-oriented tasks based on the textbook and the set of the learning
outcomes proposed by The Department of Education and Knowledge (ADEK) (previously known as Abu Dhabi Education Council, ADEC) and the potential gaps
between theory and practice. It also explored the views and perceptions of teachers
towards TBLT and FonF application as well as their reactions towards the textbook
assigned by ADEK too. The study also targeted finding students’ views towards their
classroom teachers’ implementation of FonF and their attitudes towards the textbook.
Finally, it explored the challenges of implementing TBLT and FonF in the UAE public
educational settings based on teachers’ views. Results show that teachers differ in the
application of TBLT and FonF along four basic dimensions: (1) the successful
fulfillment of the learning outcomes; (2) type of FonF employed; (3) strategies used in
FonF; and (4) the possibility of implementing TBLT successfully and with or without
the use of the textbook.
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Findings show that, while the first native speaker (NS1) was able to fulfill the
learning outcomes well and in a communicatively-based context without referring to
the textbook as a main resource, the second native speaker (NS2) and the two NNSs
fulfilled these two LOs with the use of the textbook. However, not all of the four
teachers were able to implement TBLT and FonF regardless of the fulfillment of the
LOs. For instance, NS1 was able to implement TBLT and FonF successfully in her
teaching. In contrary, NS2 was able to implement TBLT successfully in her instruction
but failed to FonF in the right way. Additionally, the NNSs were able to implement
TBLT but not in a successful manner in which both missed the post-task stage. Both
too were not able to apply FonF in the expected manner. NNS1 was considered overfocusing on form and NNS2 was under focusing on form, though both made a good
use of the textbook. This leads to the conclusion that neither the framework that the
textbook is built on, nor the LOs required by the supervising body for learning and
teaching, is essential and leads to successful learning. Instead, what really matters is
the teachers’ awareness about student needs and their successful understanding of the
conductive framework they are required to follow. From another perspective, such
variance indicates the complexities underlying the application of TBLT, as Sui Ping
and Chan (2012) mentioned in a similar case study. Such variance indicates the
strength and depth of the framework.
From another perspective related to the perceptions of participants, all of them
(teachers and students) believed in the importance of TBLT as a teaching and learning
approach and FonF as an integral part of the language learning process. However,
based on my personal interaction and interviews with in-service teachers, teachers do
not understand the concepts of TBLT and FonF in the expected way. Even those who
are trying to apply it in their practice do not implement it in a fully successful manner.
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Although all four teachers in the study fulfilled the learning outcomes and were
required to follow the same teaching approach proposed by ADEK, not all of them
were able to intact TBLT and FonF successfully. More specifically, in regard to FonF
implementation, based on what has been notified in the lessons observed with NS1,
there was no intentional language learning and no attempts to attract learners’ attention
to forms explicitly. Learners were expected to acquire the correct forms in the course
of the communicative task. Accordingly, the dictation task and creating an
advertisement task were not explicitly designed to teach them verb tenses, punctuation,
spelling, etc. They were intended to get learners to notice formal aspects of the target
language in the course of doing the communicative task. The linguistic features of
concern were those targeted by the main tasks assigned. Comprising, NS2 and the two
NNSs were not considered following the principles of FonF in the required way. That
is because FonF requires involving learners in tasks in which the overriding focus is
meaning rather than isolated grammar forms or rules, as the ultimate goal of FonF is
to promote functionality in language. In support to this, Skehan (2007) notes, a taskbased approach has much to offer form-focused instruction in variety of ways. FonF
at the post-task stage is a promising area which is worthy of future exploration. Ellis
(1995) and Spada (1997) find a great empirical evidence that form focused instruction
(including focus on form) is essential for SLA. Besides, Doughty and Williams (1998)
show by a number of empirical studies too that focus on form with adults and children
in a variety of classroom setting is effective.
I conclude this chapter and the whole thesis with three main recommendations
based on the findings of this study. The first relates to teachers’ education about TBLT
and FonF. Teachers need to be systematically engaged in professional development
programs that provide them with opportunities to learn about TBLT and FonF in order
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to develop the full potential from both. Many teaching contexts still adhere to
traditional, teacher-centered, and language-focused approaches. That is due to five
reasons mentioned by Shehadeh (2019). These include: (1) many teachers lack the
knowledge of how to utilize the principles of TBLT in their teaching practice; (2) many
teachers are not aware about what exactly TBLT is, why it is more conductive to
learning, and how to implement it successfully in their classes; (3) many teachers look
at the task as another face of the traditional (grammar based and the drill) exercise; (4)
many teachers feel more secure in the traditional approaches; and (5) many of them
believe that TBLT is an alien concept that is not applicable in their teaching settings
(see also Shehadeh, 2012). Eltantawi (2012) investigated university teachers’ beliefs
about grammar teaching in EFL undergraduate university classrooms in the UAE. He
found that many teachers until recently still taught following traditional approaches.
In spite of that, there are a number of successful teacher education programs that have
been developed and are in place for the full potential from TBLT, e.g., in Hong Kong,
Carless, 2009; in Japan, Jackson, 2012; in Venezuela, Chacón, 2012.
The second recommendation relates to encouraging more research on TBLT
and FonF in EFL contexts, as compared to ESL contexts. Although Shehadeh (2012,
2018a) states that the research and implementation of TBLT in EFL settings is on the
rise, until recently most TBLT research and application was in the ESL settings. For
an overview and critiques, there is a number of research that has been done by
Manchón (2009), Ortega, (2009a), and Shehadeh (2012) in the literature. Future
research can build on the current results by designing large-scale studies that examine
teachers and students’ perceptions across the emirate of Abu Dhabi regarding the
application of TBLT framework in UAE classrooms. In addition to that, different grade
levels of students can be involved in the upcoming studies. Future research can also
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examine how factors such as teaching experience might impact teachers’ performance
and practices.
Finally, the third recommendation relates to teachers’ adaptations of TBLT. In
some EFL contexts such as the UAE, there are a number of challenges that hinder the
utilization of TBLT as a teaching approach. These include institutional factors, exam
pressures, cultural pressures and expectations, time pressures, available materials,
teacher factors, and student factors (Shehadeh, 2012). In spite of that, there are several
cases that demonstrate a successful adaptation of TBLT in the EFL context. For
example, the research by McDonough & Chaikitmongkol (2007, 2010) in Thailand
and the extensive work in Spain by García Mayo and her Basque team (Alegría de la
Colina & García Mayo, 2009; Azkarai & García Mayo, 2015; García Mayo, 2007).
In conclusion, there is a need for: (1) more research on what actually takes
place in intact classrooms in EFL settings as compared to the ESL contexts in which
teachers seek to implement task-based language teaching; and (2) teacher education
programs that support the proper implementation and utilization of task-based
language teaching and focus on form in EFL educational settings such as the United
Arab Emirates.
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Appendix B
Student views and Perceptions towards Focus-on-Form Instruction
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Instructions:

Please read the following statements carefully and tick the right box for each
statement that best expresses the degree to which you agree or disagree with the
statement. The response to each statement has 5 options: strongly disagree,
disagree, neutral, agree, and strongly agree. If you would like to elaborate on
statements, you can add your comments on the lines provided at the end of the
page.
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Statement

Strongly
Agree
Sﻣﻮ)ﻓﻖ ﺑﺸﺪ
Response

1.!Form (grammar,
vocabulary, spelling,
and pronunciation) is
quite important to learn
English.
 )ﻟﺠﻮ)ﻧﺐ )ﻟﻠﻐﻮ=ﺔ ﻟﻠﻐﺔ )ﻟﺘﻲ.X
0)1)ﻟﻤﻔﺮ/  ))ﻟﻘﻮ)ﻋﺪ:ﺗﺸﻤﻞ
(ﺔ$)ﻟﺪﻗﺔ )ﻟﻠﻔﻈ/ ﺔ$ﺠﺌﺔ )ﻹﻣﻼﺋ,)ﻟﺘ/
ﻤﺔ ﻟﺘﻌﻠﻢ )ﻟﻠﻐﺔ,ﻋﻨﺎﺻﺮ ﻣ
.ﺰ=ﺔ$)ﻹﻧﺠﻠ
2.! My teacher focuses
on form just right.
ﺰ ﻋﻠﻰ$ =ﻘﻮ^ ﻣﻌﻠﻤﻲ ﺑﺎﻟﺘﺮﻛ.]
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.ﺎ,=ﺴHﺛﻨﺎء ﺗﺪc F)ﻟﻤﻄﻠﻮ
3.! My teacher over
focuses on form
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.ﺎ,=ﺴHﺛﻨﺎء ﺗﺪc
4.! My teacher under
focuses (ignores);
form
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5.! My teacher usually
corrects my
grammar,
vocabulary, spelling,
and pronunciation
mistakes in a positive
and encouraging
manner.
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6.!The textbook provides
a clear explanation of
the targeted
grammatical
structures.
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7.!The textbook provides
enough practice for
the targeted
grammatical
structure
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1

Agree

Neutral

ﻣﻮ)ﻓﻖ

ﻣﺤﺎ=ﺪ

2

3

Disagree
ﺮ ﻣﻮ)ﻓﻖ$ﻏ
4

Strongly
Disagree
Wﺮ ﻣﻮ)ﻓﻖ ﺑﺸﺪ$ﻏ
5
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Statement

Strongly
Agree
Sﻣﻮ)ﻓﻖ ﺑﺸﺪ
Response

1

Agree

Neutral

ﻣﻮ)ﻓﻖ

ﻣﺤﺎ=ﺪ

2

3

Disagree
ﺮ ﻣﻮ)ﻓﻖ$ﻏ
4

Strongly
Disagree
Wﺮ ﻣﻮ)ﻓﻖ ﺑﺸﺪ$ﻏ
5

8.!I feel frustrated when
all my errors are
corrected.
 ﻋﻨﺪﻣﺎr)ﻻﻧﺰﻋﺎ/s )ﺷﻌﺮ ﺑﺎﻹﺣﺒﺎ.q
ﺧﻄﺎﺋﻲc ﻊ$ﺢ ﺟﻤ$=ﺘﻢ ﺗﺼﺤ
9.!Planning before talking
with my partner
helps my English to
improve.
sﺮ ﻟﻠﻨﺸﺎ$)ﻟﺘﺤﻀ/ ﻂ$ )ﻟﺘﺨﻄ.v
ﻠﻲ ﻗﺒﻞ )ﻟﺒﺪء ﻓﻲ$ﻣz  ﻣﻊF)ﻟﻤﻄﻠﻮ
ﻦ ﻟﻐﺘﻲ$)ﻟﻌﻤﻞ ﺑ{ =ﺴﺎﻋﺪ ﻓﻲ ﺗﺤﺴ
.ﺰ=ﺔ$)ﻹﻧﺠﻠ
10.! Talking with my
classmates in English
helps my English to
improve.
ﻣﻼﺋﻲ ﺑﺎﻟﻠﻐﺔz  )ﻟﺘﺤﺪ} ﻣﻊ.X|
.ﻦ ﻟﻐﺘﻲ$ﺰ=ﺔ =ﺴﺎﻋﺪ ﻓﻲ ﺗﺤﺴ$)ﻻﻧﺠﻠ

Additional Comments: (Please refer to the statement number before your comment)
(ﻖ$ﺔ ﻗﺒﻞ ﻛﺘﺎﺑﺔ )ﻟﺘﻌﻠ$ )ﻟﻤﻌﻨWH ~ﻟﻰ )ﻟﻌﺒﺎWH )=ﺮﺟﻰ )ﻹﺷﺎ:ﺔ$ ~ﺿﺎﻓ0ﻣﻼﺣﻈﺎ
____________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________
ﻣﻊ ﺟﺰ=ﻞ )ﻟﺸﻜﺮ
Thank you for your time!
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Appendix C
Teacher Survey of Focus-on-Form Instruction

Dear colleagues,
This survey is part of a research investigating how focus on form, or FonF (i.e., the
technique of directing students’ attention from meaning to form occasionally because
of communicational problem) can be applied in a task-based language teaching
(TBLT) context in United Arab Emirates Middle schools. The investigation is
conducted partly through exploring teachers’ perspectives on FonF application.
I appreciate your candid responses to all questions according to your beliefs and actual
classroom practices. Your valuable opinions are so important as they will help teachers
and researchers reconsider methods of teaching grammar that may elevate students’
proficiency level in the English language.
I confirm that the data obtained from this survey will be limited to the research with
respondents’ names and other personal information unrevealed.
Thank you for your participations!
Part1: Demographic information

Kindly complete the following information about yourself

Name (Optional):
_______________________________________________________________
Gender:
____________________________________________________________________
Nationality:
_______________________________________________________________
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Highest Academic qualification:
___________________________________________________
What is your first language?
______________________________________________________
How long have you been teaching English?
__________________________________________
Name any training programs or workshops related to English language Teaching
(ELT), in particular, focusing on grammar teaching attended and duration of each (if
any):
____________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________
Part2: Focus-on-Form statements

Please read the following statements carefully and tick the right box for each
statement that best expresses the degree to which you agree or disagree with the
statement. If you would like to elaborate on any statement, you can add your
comments on the lines provided on the additional comment section.
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Statement

Strongly
Agree
1
Response

1.!Studying form (grammar, vocabulary,
spelling, and pronunciation) is
essential for learners to master a
foreign or second language.
2.! Natural exposure to foreign
language is enough for acquiring
linguistic competence (grammar that
allows a speaker to use and
understand a language)
3.!Studying form helps students improve
their communication skills.
4.!Using authentic texts when teaching
grammar takes more time but it is
more beneficial for students’
learning.
5.!Students find grammar something
useless to study.
6.!Trying to connect meaning and form
in context confuses students.
7.!Teaching form in context is of no avail
with students at low language level
8.!Students should only be corrected in
speaking when their errors hinder
getting the message across.
9.!Students feel frustrated when all their
written errors are corrected.
10.! Corrective feedback can motivate
students and satisfy their needs if it
is employed appropriately.
11.! Immediate correction of students’
oral mistakes can help prevent
fossilization (stabilization) of
erroneous patterns.
12.! Peer-correction in small groups is
more preferable for students than
teacher correction.
13.! On correcting students’ speaking
errors, only explicit feedback
(teacher corrects the error or gets it
corrected with an indication that an
error has been made) should be used.
14.! On correcting students’ speaking
errors, both types of feedback
(explicit and implicit) should be
used.
15.! Students Arabic language causes
difficulty in learning English
grammar because of the structural
differences between the two
languages.

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

2

3

4

Strongly
Disagree
5
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Additional Comments: (Please refer to the statement number before your comment)
____________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________

Thank you for your time!
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Appendix D
Informed Consent

Study Title: Implementation Of Focus On Form In A Task-Based Language Teaching Context In The
United Arab Emirates EFL Middle School Setting
Investigator: Miss. Shamsa Almagharabi

Telephone: +971504997377

Email: Shamsa.aziz@uaeu.ac.ae
You are invited to participate in a research study conducted by Miss Shamsa Almagharabi, a doctoral
student in the Department of Linguistics, College of Humanities and Social Science, United Arab
Emirates University. This study is supervised by Prof. Ali Shehadeh. The study investigates the
efficiency of task-based language teaching (TBLT) used in the textbook for enhancing form acquisition
by applying focus on form (FonF) in the teaching practice for grade 7 students in the UAE public
schools. The study will take place at three public schools in Al Ain City, UAE.
I will be looking at the differences between four teachers involved in the study when they
introduced meaning-oriented tasks to their students and the role of such tasks in helping learners focus
on different aspects of form including syntax (grammar), lexis (vocabulary), spelling, and
pronunciation, where they have problems with. I am also interested in exploring teachers’ and students’
beliefs and attitudes towards the textbook and the implementation of FonF within a TBLT framework.
This will take one unit from the textbook and a total time of two weeks to cover class observations,
teacher interviews, and surveys for both teachers and students.
The information you provide will be kept strictly confidential. The informed consent forms
and other identifying information will be kept separate from the data. All materials will be stored in a
computer and only the researcher will have access to them. The tape recordings too, if used, will be
listened to only by the researcher. Any records that would identify you as a participant in this study,
such as informed consent forms, will be destroyed three years after the study has been completed. The
results of this research will be used in my dissertation and possibly in subsequent journals or books.
Participating in this study is strictly voluntary. This means you don’t have to be a part of the
study. Your decision to participate will in no way affect your grade in any class. You will participate in
the same activities, but nothing you say or do will be used as part of the data. If at any point you change
your mind and no longer want to participate, you can tell your teacher. You will not be paid for
participating in this study. If you have any questions or concerns about your right as a research
participant, contact the Ethical Approval Committee at the United Arab Emirates University (UAEU)
by email at research.office@uaeu.ac.ae or you can contact the researcher, Miss Shamsa Almagharabi,
by telephone at 971504997377, by email shamsa.aziz@uaeu.ac.ae, or in person at UAEU, male campus,
H1 building, 1010 office. No harm or risk of any kind will be experienced by participants involved in
the study.
Two copies of this informed consent form have been provided. Please sign both, indicating
you have read, understood, and agreed to participate in this research. Return one to the researcher and
keep the other for your files.

Signature of Investigator _______________

Date _____________________

I have read the information provided in this Informed Consent Form. I voluntarily agree to participate
in this study.
Your Signature ______________________

Date _____________________
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)ﻟﻤﺪHﺳﻲ )ﻟﻤﻘﺮ (Hﻓﻲ )ﻟﺘﺮﻛ$ﺰ ﻋﻠﻰ )ﻟﺠﻮ)ﻧﺐ )ﻟﻠﻐﻮ=ﺔ ﻟﻠﻐﺔ cﺛﻨﺎء ﺗﺪ=Hﺴ,ﺎ ﻟﻄﻼ) Fﻟﺼﻒ )ﻟﺴﺎﺑﻊ ﻓﻲ /1ﻟﺔ )ﻹﻣﺎ/ 0)Hﻣﺪ~ Éﺳ,ﺎ^ ﻟﻚ ﻓﻲ
ﺗﺤﺴ$ﻦ )ﻛﺘﺴﺎ) Fﻟﻠﻐﺔ.
ﺳﺄﻗﻮ^ ﺑﺎﻟﺘﺮﻛ$ﺰ ﻋﻠﻰ )ﻻﺧﺘﻼﻓﺎ) 0ﻟﻨﻮﻋ$ﺔ ﺑ$ﻦ Hcﺑﻌﺔ ﻣﻌﻠﻤ$ﻦ )ﺛﻨﺎء ﺗﺪ=Hﺴ,ﻢ /ﻣﻘﺎHﻧﺔ )1cﺋ,ﻢ ﻓﻲ )ﻟﺘﺮﻛ$ﺰ ﻋﻠﻰ )ﻟﺠﻮ)ﻧﺐ )ﻟﻠﻐﻮ=ﺔ ﻟﻠﻐﺔ ﺣ$ﺚ
=ﻮ)ﺟ{ )ﻟﻄﻼ Fﻣﺸﺎﻛﻠ,ﻢ )ﻟﻠﻐﻮ=ﺔ )ﻟﺘﻲ ﺗﺸﻤﻞ) :ﻟﻘﻮ)ﻋﺪ )/ﻟﻤﻔﺮ)/ 0)1ﻟﺘ,ﺠﺌﺔ )ﻹﻣﻼﺋ$ﺔ )/ﻟﺪﻗﺔ )ﻟﻠﻔﻈ$ﺔ( .ﺑﺎﻹﺿﺎﻓﺔ ~ﻟﻰ ﻟﻚ ﺳﺄﻗﻮ^ ﺑﺎﻟﻨﻈﺮ ~ﻟﻰ
))Hء /ﺗﻮﺟ,ﺎ) 0ﻟﻤﻌﻠﻤ$ﻦ )/ﻟﻄﻼ Fﻧﺤﻮ )ﻟﻜﺘﺎ) FﻟﻤﺪHﺳﻲ /ﺗﻄﺒ$ﻖ ﻧﻤﺎ) rﻟﺘﺮﻛ$ﺰ ﻋﻠﻰ )ﻟﺠﻮ)ﻧﺐ )ﻟﻠﻐﻮ=ﺔ ﻟﻠﻐﺔ /ﺗﻌﻠﻢ )ﻟﻠﻐﺔ )ﻟﻤﺒﻨﻲ ﻋﻠﻰ
)ﻟﻤ,ﺎ^ )/ﻷﻧﺸﻄﺔ .ﺳﺘﺘﻢ ﻋﻤﻠ$ﺔ )ﻟﺒﺤﺚ )/ﻟﻤﻘﺎHﻧﺔ ﻋﻠﻰ )/ JH1ﺣﺪ ﻓﻘﻂ ﻣﻦ )ﻟﻤﻘﺮ) HﻟﻤﺪHﺳﻲ ﻟﻤﺪ Wﻻ ﺗﺰ=ﺪ ﻋﻦ )ﻷﺳﺒﻮﻋ$ﻦ ﺳﺘﺘﻢ ﻓ,$ﺎ ﺗﻐﻄ$ﺔ
)ﻟﻤﺸﺎàﺪ)) 0ﻟﺼﻔ$ﺔ /ﻣﻘﺎﺑﻼ) 0ﻟﻤﻌﻠﻤ$ﻦ )/ﻻﺳﺘﺒﺎﻧﺔ ﻟﻜﻞ ﻣﻦ )ﻟﻤﻌﻠﻤ$ﻦ )/ﻟﻄﻼ.F
ﻛﻞ )ﻟﻤﻌﻠﻮﻣﺎ) 0ﻟﺘﻲ ﺳ$ﺘﻢ ﺗﻮﻓ$ﺮàﺎ ﺳﺘﺒﻘﻰ ﺳﺮ=ﺔs .ﻠﺒﺎ) 0ﻟﻤﻮ)ﻓﻘﺔ ﻋﻠﻰ )ﻟﻤﺸﺎHﻛﺔ ﻓﻲ ﺑﺤﺚ /ﻏ$ﺮàﺎ ﻣﻦ )ﻟﻤﻌﻠﻮﻣﺎ) 0ﻟﺘﻌﺮ=ﻔ$ﺔ ﺳ$ﺘﻢ ﺣﻔﻈ{
ﺑﺸﻜﻞ ﻣﻨﻔﺼﻞ ﻋﻦ )ﻟﻤﻌﻠﻮﻣﺎ) 0ﻟﻤﻄﻠﻮﺑﺔ .ﻛﻞ )ﻟﻤﻌﻠﻮﻣﺎ 0ﺳ$ﺘﻢ ﺣﻔﻈ,ﺎ ﻓﻲ ﻛﻤﺒ$ﻮﺗﺮ /ﻟﻦ =ﺘﻤﻜﻦ ) ãﺷﺨﺺ ﻣﻦ )ﻟﻮﺻﻮ~ âﻟ,$ﺎ ﺳﻮ) Éﻟﺒﺎﺣﺚ.
/ﻛﻞ )ﻟﺘﺴﺠ$ﻼ) 0ﻟﺼﻮﺗ$ﺔ )~/ éﺟﺪ (0ﺳ$ﺘﻢ )ﻻﺳﺘﻤﺎ~ çﻟ,$ﺎ ﻣﻦ ﻗﺒﻞ )ﻟﺒﺎﺣﺚ ﻓﻘﻂ ãc .ﺳﺠﻞ =ُﻌﺮﻓﻚ ﻛﻤﺸﺎ èHﻓﻲ )ﻟﺪ)Hﺳﺔ ﺳ$ﺘﻢ )ﻟﺘﺨﻠﺺ ﻣﻨ{
ﺑﻌﺪ ﺛﻼ} ﺳﻨﻮ) 0ﻣﻦ ~ﺗﻤﺎ^ )ﻷsﺮ/ﺣﺔ .ﺳ$ﺘﻢ ﻧﺸﺮ ﻧﺘﺎﺋﺞ àﺬ) Sﻟﺪ)Hﺳﺔ ﻓﻲ )ﻷsﺮ/ﺣﺔ /ﻣﻦ )ﻟﻤﺤﺘﻤﻞ ﻓﻲ )ﻟﻤﺠﻼ) 0ﻟﻼﺣﻘﺔ ) /cﻟﻜﺘﺐ.
)ﻟﻤﺸﺎHﻛﺔ ﻓﻲ àﺬ) Sﻟﺪ)Hﺳﺔ )ﺧﺘ$ﺎ=Hﺔ ﺑﻤﻌﻨﻰ ﻓﻲ ﺣﺎ âﻗﺮ) 0Hﻟﺘﻮﻗﻒ ﻋﻦ )ﻟﻤﺸﺎHﻛﺔ ﻟﻦ =ﺆﺛﺮ ﻟﻚ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺗﻘﺪ=ﺮ H1ﺟﺘﻚ ﻓﻲ )ﻟﻤﺎ .W1ﺳﺘﺸﺎèH
ﻓﻲ ﻧﻔﺲ )ﻷﻧﺸﻄﺔ ﻛﺒﻘ$ﺔ )ﻟﻄﻼ/ Fﻟﻜﻦ ﻟﻦ =ﺘﻢ )ﻋﺘﺒﺎ HﻣﺸﺎHﻛﺎﺗﻚ ﺟﺰء ﻣﻦ )ﻟﻤﻌﻠﻮﻣﺎ) 0ﻟﺘﻲ ﺳﺘﺪﺧﻞ ﻓﻲ )ﻟﺘﺤﻠ$ﻞ= .ﻤﻜﻨﻚ )ﺧﺒﺎ Hﻣﻌﻠﻤﻚ ﻓﻲ
ﺣﺎ âﻏ$ﺮ=cH 0ﻚ ﺑﺎﻟﻤﺸﺎHﻛﺔ .ﻟﻦ =ﺘﻢ ﺗﻤﻮ=ﻠﻚ ﻣﻘﺎﺑﻞ ﻣﺸﺎHﻛﺘﻚ ﻓﻲ )ﻟﺪ)Hﺳﺔ )~ .ﻛﺎ éﻟﺪ=ﻚ c ãcﺳﺄﻟ{ ) /cﺳﺘﻔﺴﺎ 0)Hﺑﺨﺼﻮ ìﺣﻘﻮﻗﻚ
ﻛﻤﺸﺎ èHﻓﻲ )ﻟﺒﺤﺚ =ﻤﻜﻨﻚ )ﻟﺘﻮ)ﺻﻞ ﻣﻊ ﻟﺠﻨﺔ cﺧﻼﻗ$ﺎ 0ﺑﺤﺚ )ﻟﻌﻠﻮ^ )ﻻﻧﺴﺎﻧ$ﺔ ﺑﺠﺎﻣﻌﺔ )ﻻﻣﺎ 0)Hﻋﻦ sﺮ=ﻖ )ﻻ=ﻤ$ﻞ
)= /c (research.office@uaeu.ac.aeﻤﻜﻨﻚ )ﻟﺘﻮ)ﺻﻞ ﻣﻊ )ﻟﺒﺎﺣﺚ ﻋﻦ sﺮ=ﻖ )ﻟﻤﻘﺎﺑﻠﺔ )ﻟﺸﺨﺼ$ﺔ .ﻻ =ﻮﺟﺪ  /) É) ãcﺧﻄﻮ WHﻣﻦ ãc
ﻧﻮ çﺳﺘﻠﺤﻖ ﺑﺎﻟﻤﺸﺎHﻛ$ﻦ ﻣﻦ ﺟﺮ)ء )ﻟﻤﺸﺎHﻛﺔ ﻓﻲ àﺬ) Sﻟﺪ)Hﺳﺔ.

ﺗﻢ ﺗﻮﻓ$ﺮ ﻧﺴﺨﺘ$ﻦ ﻣﻦ àﺬ) Sﻟﺮﺳﺎﻟﺔ .ﻣﻦ ﻓﻀﻠﻚ /ﻗﻊ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻛﻼàﻤﺎ ﻣﺸ$ﺮ)ً ﺑﺄﻧﻚ ﻗﺮ/ 0cﻓ,ﻤﺖ )//ﻓﻘﺖ ﻋﻠﻰ )ﻟﻤﺸﺎHﻛﺔ ﻓﻲ àﺬ) )ﻟﺒﺤﺚ .ﺧﺬ
ﻧﺴﺨ{ c/ﻋﻂ )ﻷﺧﺮ Éﻟﻠﺒﺎﺣﺚ
ﺗﻮﻗ$ﻊ )ﻟﺒﺎﺣﺚ _____________________

)ﻟﺘﺎ=Hﺦ _____________________

ﻟﻘﺪ ﻗﺮ) 0cﻟﻤﻌﻠﻮﻣﺎ 0ﻓﻲ àﺬ) Sﻟﺮﺳﺎﻟﺔ c/ﻗﺮ ﺑﺎﻟﻤﻮ)ﻓﻘﺔ ﻋﻠﻰ )ﻟﻤﺸﺎHﻛﺔ.
ﺗﻮﻗ$ﻊ )ﻟﻤﺸﺎ_____________________ èH

)ﻟﺘﺎ=Hﺦ _____________________

218
Appendix E
Interview Questions (20 minutes)

Introductory statement

Thank you for being part of this research. The aim of this interview is to have insightful
ideas about your beliefs of teaching form to grade seven students at your school. The
information you provide will help me gather accurate information that contributes to
the success of this research project. Our interview will be audio recorded and will take
20 minutes maximum. As you have been informed, participants’ names and
workplaces will not be revealed and all that you say will be restricted to my research.
1.! Are you aware of the kind of teaching methodology you are following?
______________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________
2.! Have you tried task-based language teaching (TBLT) in your classroom
before?
______________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________
3.! Are you aware that your textbook is based on TBLT? What are your views and
perceptions towards it?
4.! ______________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________
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5.! Describe the approach you follow to teach grammar, vocabulary, spelling and
pronunciation in your teaching practice.
______________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________
6.! Do you think teaching form (including grammar, vocabulary, spelling, and
pronunciation) is important for language learning? Do you put emphasis on
teaching form in your lesson? Why / why not?
______________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________
7.! What are the factors that make you focus on form in your teaching?
______________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________
8.! How, in practical terms, are you focusing on form in your teaching within the
framework of the currently used syllabus? What considerations do you make
when sequencing the teaching events, including focus on meaning and focus
on form?
______________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________
9.! How do you usually correct your students’ language mistakes (oral or written)?
What is the effect of error correction on students’ language level?
______________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________
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10.!Is your way of teaching compatible with the methodology suggested in the
curriculum documents? What do you think of the teaching approach to form
suggested in the curriculum document?
______________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________
11.!What are the problems facing you and your students in teaching and learning
form?
______________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________
12.!Overall, what are the challenges and constraints that you encounter in your
teaching form and the possibilities of implementing TBLT and focus on form
in your teaching context?
______________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________

Thank you!
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Appendix F
Grade 7

Propaganda

Name: _____________________ Date: __________ Section: ____ #: ___
1. What is propaganda?
Persuading someone through the use of advertisements to buy or use their product.
Propaganda persuades someone's mind using good reasons.
2. What types of media make you want to buy something?
TV, newspapers, magazines, internet.
Types of Propaganda in the Media
1

Must-have (bandwagon): Everyone has it/one, so should you.

2

Good feeling (Having fun): If you use what they are selling, you will feel
good and have fun in your life.

3

Star appeal (transfer): They use a famous person in the ad to make you
think they use the product (even if they don’t use it). Sneaky.

4

Humour: There is something in the advertisement that will make you
laugh. So when you are in the store, you will see the product and most
likely buy it.

5

Comparison: one company says that their product is better than another.

6

Loaded Emotional Words: Use words that appeal to your emotions (your
feelings) sell the product. Many adjectives are used.
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Appendix G
Grade 7: Lead Up to IST Create Your Own Candy Bar!

Trimester 3

Name: _______________________ Date: ________ Section: _____ #: ____
Instructions: You will work in small groups, no more than four students to a group.
1.! Each group will create an advertisement for a new candy bar, a candy bar
that is not on the market or in the stores.
2.! Your pre-IST will be on half a page (half of A4). If it's any larger, I won't
mark it.
3.! Your advertisement must include:
•! The name of your candy bar
•! The ingredients in your candy bar
•! Your candy bar wrapper
4.! Be sure to appeal to one of the six types of advertising propaganda. Who is
your intended audience? Remember to appeal to their senses!
5.! Work collaboratively with all the members of your group and have fun!
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Appendix I

(Google Maps, 2019)

(Khan, 2019)
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Appendix K
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Appendix L
Example 1
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Example 2
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Appendix N
Abu Dhabi Reads Homework Project

Have you ever wanted to become an author? Well, here's your chance! The Emirate of
Abu Dhabi is holding a competition to see which teacher can create the best activity
for his/her students. I have decided that each of you will write your own children's
book. That's right, a children's book.
You will have two weeks to write, illustrate and print your children's book. I won't
give you any guidelines, nor will I restrict you in any way. You can make it as many
pages as you want. You can choose whatever type of children's book you would like
to write, and you can decide your topic; however, your topic may not be offensive to
Islam, in any way. All of you are aware of the types of material you would be allowed
to write about and which topics to stay away from.
You can create your own characters and write a story book or you can create a comic
book, an alphabet or even a number book. You decide! This is a homework project
and you will not be given any class time to complete this activity, so use your time
wisely.
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